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"/  have  solved  practically  all  the  pressing 
questions  of  our  time,  but  they  keep  on 
being  propounded  as  insoluble  just  as  if  I 
never  existed." 

George  Bernard  Shaw 


Foreword 


We  presently  are  witnessing  searching  reapprais- 
als of  salient  American  values  as  to  their  prospects 
for  fullfillment  within  the  context  of  an  increasingly 
complex  society.  Over  the  past  decade  a  relatively 
new  literature  on  the  character  and  problems  of 
American  life  has  burgeoned  forth — both  domes- 
tically and  internationally.  It  includes  critical  essays 
on  the  apparent  disparities  between  cultural  ideals 
and  actual  patterns,  challenging  reports  to  the  na- 
tion concerning  the  need  to  set  a  clear  priority  of 
goals  for  the  second  half  of  the  twentieth  century, 
novels  depicting  the  moral  dilemmas  and  personal 
stresses  of  a  generation  caught  up  in  great  organiza- 
tional changes  with  their  accompanying  new  styles 
of  life,  tightly-designed  sample  surveys  by  be- 
havioral scientists  seeking  to  delineate  the  modal 
features  and  their  consequences  for  the  total  society, 
sundry  anthologies  of  the  disparate  impressions  of 
recent  foreign  visitors  to  America,  and  proceedings 
of  nationwide  conferences  assembled  to  evaluate 
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one  or  another  critical  issue.  It  seems  likely  that  the 
current  decade  will  generate  more  of  the  same  types 
of  appraisals  and  appraisers. 

This  book  is  a  stimulating  contribution  to  the 
new  literature.  It  is  not  intended  as  a  comprehen- 
sive review  of  the  full  range  of  topics  nor  is  it  solely 
a  summary  of  research  findings.  It  consists,  in  es- 
sence, of  an  open-ended  debate  on  a  limited  series 
of  related  issues  in  which  the  reader  is  invited  to 
participate.  Who  might  profit  by  an  examination  of 
these  topics?  What  can  a  reader  expect  to  learn 
through  perusing  this  particular  account  and  even 
vicariously  joining  in  the  discussion  of  the  social 
structure  of  power,  the  role  of  bureaucracy  in 
American  life  today,  and  what  is  meant  by  a  demo- 
cratic society? 

A  cross-cultural  look  at  America  provides  one 
set  of  clues  for  answering  the  posed  questions.  Per- 
haps self-evident  is  the  fact  that  modern  American 
society  is  the  object  of  curiosity,  speculation  and 
concern  for  large  segments  of  the  world  —  especial- 
ly the  new  political  elites  and  modern-oriented  in- 
tellectuals of  the  non- Western  world.  Yet  despite 
manifold  efforts  to  convey  an  authentic  picture  of 
American  culture,  our  collective  research  findings 
generally  indicate  scanty  understanding  of  some  of 
its  most  vital  and  creative  aspects.  To  reach  the 
selective  audiences  in  the  newly  independent  and 
sometimes  neutral  countries,  there  is  need  for  a 
sophisticated  account  of  how  our  social  system 
actually  functions.  Attention  needs  to  be  paid  to  the 
dynamic  forces  reshaping  our  social  structures,  the 
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nature  of  the  dominant  problems  which  confront 
Americans  in  their  daily  lives,  the  genuine  dilemmas 
faced  in  attempts  to  relate  ultimate  values  to  specific 
group  decisions,  and  the  vigorous  public  discussions 
which  accompany  the  combined  attempts  to  assess 
shortcomings,  achievements  and  future  opportun- 
ities for  social  action.  I  therefore  hope  that  copies 
of  this  book  and  others  like  it  eventually  find  their 
way  into  the  modest  libraries  of  underdeveloped 
countries.  In  content  and  spirit  they  represent  some- 
thing rather  important;  they  offer  not  a  neat  image 
of  America  but  instead  a  clearer  picture  of  what  it 
means  to  be  an  American  participating  in  an  ex- 
change of  opinions  concerning  a  basic  group  of 
public  issues. 

A  look  inside  our  own  American  academic  com- 
munity suggests  another  set  of  potential  readers — 
namely,  students  in  American  colleges  and  uni- 
versities. As  an  instructor  in  a  course  on  modern 
American  society,  I  have  noticed  that  many  students 
seemed  baffled  when  asked  to  express  their  ideas 
on  such  matters  as  the  relationship  of  the  power- 
structure  of  a  community  under  study  with  their 
conceptions  of  democratic  processes,  or  even  how 
they  conceive  the  manner  in  which  decisions  are 
reached  in  a  given  organization.  Typically  one  hears 
answers  couched  in  formal  political  axioms  with 
little  regard  for  the  social  realities  to  which  they 
have  been  exposed  in  a  case  study.  There  is  nothing 
inherently  wrong  with  the  norms  invoked  (as,  for 
example,  the  election  of  officers  or  the  voting  on  a 
bond  issue),  but  they  appear  far  too  innocent  to  be 
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adopted  by  adults  who  will  soon  assume  roles  in 
the  larger  society.  Perhaps  by  working  through  the 
cross-currents  of  ideas  contained  in  this  kind  of 
book,  students  may  undertake  greater  reality-testing 
of  what  they  do  affirm  or  reject. 

In  addition,  the  book  offers  the  perceptive 
reader  an  illuminating  example  of  a  much  neglected 
topic  in  that  segment  of  the  new  literature  which 
stems  from  the  social  sciences,  namely,  the  role  of 
the  observer  in  relationship  to  what  is  observed. 
The  manner  of  presentation  should  increase  the 
capacity  of  the  reader  to  make  judgments  about 
ideas  which  flow  from  research  appraisals.  There 
are  important  linkages  to  be  noted  while  scanning 
any  study  of  man  and  society — the  observer's  value 
commitments,  the  methodological  style  of  his  pro- 
fessional discipline,  the  sectors  of  a  culture  he  ex- 
plores, his  world  view.  All  of  these  influence  the 
nature  of  the  variables  he  identifies,  the  problems 
he  defines  as  central,  and  the  conclusions  which  he 
derives  from  his  study  of  the  variables  and  problems. 
Perusal  of  the  individual  treatments  by  these  gifted 
scholars  as  they  focus  on  a  common  set  of  phenom- 
ena will  show  appreciable  differences  in  the  themes 
they  emphasize  in  their  discussions  of  what  con- 
stitutes power,  of  who  has  or  lacks  it,  of  the  changes 
taking  place  in  its  distribution  and  so  forth.  The  in- 
dividual discussants  are  forthright  in  making  ex- 
plicit their  separate  approaches;  the  editors  in  ad- 
dition skillfully  analyze  the  areas  of  agreements  and 
division.  Thereafter  it  remains  with  the  reader  to 
make   his   independent    assessments.    One   of   the 


meanings  of  being  "educated"  is  an  awareness  of 
how  scientific  knowledge  is  built  and,  perhaps  more 
crucial,  a  recognition  that  the  recipient  of  knowl- 
edge also  has  to  make  appraisals. 

In  sum,  I  feel  the  editors  should  be  commended 
for  bringing  together  not  a  bland  series  of  polite 
statements  but  a  stimulating  discussion  which  raises 
more  questions  than  it  answers.  More  important,  it 
raises  questions  that  have  to  be  posed  in  any  signifi- 
cant appraisal  of  America  today. 


John  Useem,  Head  of  Department 
Sociology  and  Anthropology 
Michigan  State  University 


June  12,  1961 
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Introduction 


This  book  on  power  and  democracy  in  America  focuses 
on  some  of  the  key  issues  confronting  the  United  States 
today.  It  is  clear  that  political  democracy  as  we  have  come 
to  know  it  is  being  challenged  by  internal  and  external 
pressures  that  it  has  never  before  encountered.  In  recent 
years  we  have  witnessed  the  prodigious  growth  of  govern- 
ment not  only  on  the  federal  level,  but  also  on  state  and 
local  levels.  Concomitant  with  but  to  some  extent  preceding 
this  growth  has  been  the  expansion  of  the  large-scale  cor- 
porate enterprise.  More  recently  we  have  witnessed  the 
phenomenal  growth  of  labor  unions,  of  such  professional 
societies  as  the  American  Medical  Association,  and  of 
American  universities.  We  are  just  beginning  to  become 
aware  of  some  of  the  consequences  of  this  growth.  We  know 
little  about  how  big  business  and  big  labor  are  or  should 
be  related  to  big  government,  or  to  the  other  big  associations 
of  American  society.  Are  the  mechanisms  of  our  demo- 
cratic system  sufficiently  flexible  to  accommodate  to  this  new 
bigness?  How  far  do  the  legitimate  interests  of  any  one  in- 
stitutional sector  extend  into  another,  especially  into  govern- 
ment? And  conversely,  how  far  do  the  interests  of  govern- 
ment extend  into  the  other  segments  of  American  life?  How 
are  the  boundaries  of  legitimacy  defined?  Finally,  how  can 
the  individual  maintain  and  protect  his  freedom  in  the  face 
of  this  new — and  at  times  overwhelming — complexity  of 


structure?  It  is  to  questions  such  as  these  that  our  con- 
tributors have  addressed  themselves. 

Professors  Peter  Drucker,  Delbert  Miller,  and  Robert 
Dahl  approach  this  problem  from  very  distinct  vantage 
points,  and  this  is  clearly  reflected  in  the  content  of  their 
argument.  Thus,  the  reader  is  treated  to  a  spectrum  of 
opposing  views  by  a  constitutional  lawyer,  a  sociologist, 
and  a  political  scientist.  If  there  is  little  apparent  agree- 
ment among  them,  there  is  at  least  a  sharpening  of  focus 
on  the  major  facets  of  the  problem  of  individual  freedom 
and  decision-making  in  contemporary  American  society. 

The  discussion  opens  with  a  paper  by  Professor  Drucker 
on  "Individual  Freedom  and  Effective  Government  in  a 
Society  of  Super-Powers."  In  bold,  sweeping  strokes, 
Drucker  outlines  the  dramatic  change  that  has  occurred  in 
the  world  since  1 900,  the  change  in  the  power-structure  and 
power-dynamics  of  society.  He  briefly  delineates  some  of 
the  major  dilemmas  that  have  arisen  to  face  us  as  a  result 
of  this  change — dilemmas  which  are  worldwide  in  scope. 
The  heart  of  his  discussion  is  the  effect  of  this  change  on  the 
federal  and  local  levels  of  government  in  the  United  States, 
and  the  consequences  for  the  individual  citizen.  The  fol- 
lowing questions  form  the  focus  of  his  attention:  (1)  How 
to  restore  effectiveness  to  government;  (2)  How  to  prevent 
interest-group  power-centers  from  usurping  governmental 
functions;  and  (3)  How  to  safeguard  and  strengthen  the 
freedom  of  the  person. 

Professor  Miller  approaches  the  problem  from  a  dis- 
tinctively sociological  viewpoint.  His  paper  on  "Democracy 
and  Decision-Making  in  the  Community  Power  Structure" 
is  heavily  weighted  with  data  from  his  own  empirical  studies 
in  tjiis  area.  He  is  concerned  basically  with  answering  the 
question,  what  has  happened  to  the  American  dream  of  the 
city  beautiful  and  bountiful,  the  city  as  the  natural  center 
for  democratic  ideals  and  a  government  of  limited  powers. 
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He  examines  the  question  in  terms  of  the  most  frequently 
alleged  shortcomings  of  the  American  community:  The 
community  has  lost  its  identity  as  a  physical  and  social 
unity,  and  as  a  consequence  has  lost  most  of  its  effective 
leaders.  Local  government  has  become  weak,  community 
decision-making  power  now  rests  in  the  hands  of  a  small 
circle  of  powerful  leaders  who  operate  outside  the  official 
governing  bodies.  Miller  appears  to  concur  with  Drucker 
on  some  of  the  consequences  of  the  transformation  of  the 
community  into  a  metropolitan  sprawl,  but  he  and  Drucker 
disagree  on  the  focus  of  power  in  the  contemporary 
metropolitan  community. 

Professor  Dahl's  paper  on  "Equality  and  Power  in 
American  Society"  overlaps  with  both  Drucker  and  Miller, 
but  the  overlapping  produces  little  agreement.  Dahl  begins 
by  challenging  the  major  charges  of  Miller  against  the 
community,  and  uses  his  own  research  in  New  Haven  to 
question  the  validity  of  these  charges.  Dahl,  not  unlike 
Drucker,  perceives  the  community  as  made  up  of  a  plural- 
ity of  little  power-centers.  He  is  primarily  concerned  with 
the  question  of  the  degree  to  which  this  pluralism  fosters  or 
inhibits  the  growth  of  political  equality. 

These  papers  were  originally  delivered  in  a  Symposium, 
which  featured  an  extended  panel  discussion  between  Pro- 
fessors Dahl,  Drucker,  and  Miller.  The  purpose  of  the  dis- 
cussion was  to  attempt  to  clarify  issues,  and  to  ascertain  the 
degree  of  difference  or  agreement  existing  among  the 
contributors.  The  discussion  was  led  by  Professor  Howard 
J.  Ehrlich.  It  is  presented  here  almost  in  its  entirety.  If 
consensus  is  not  achieved,  there  is  at  least  no  doubt  as  to 
the  relative  positions  of  the  principal  participants.  Ehrlich 
raises  eight  questions  which  he  contends  are  either  direct- 
ly or  indirectly  implied  in  the  presentations  of  Dahl, 
Drucker,  and  Miller.  In  a  challenging  and  penetrating 
analysis,  he  proceeds  to  show  the  similarities  and  differences 
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among  the  views  of  the  panelists.  In  the  ensuing  dis- 
cussion among  Ehrlich,  Dahl,  Drucker  and  Miller,  rang- 
ing over  such  basic  issues  as  the  conceptualization  of 
power  and  the  ethics  of  studying  current  political  arrange- 
ments, to  the  more  direct  questions  as  to  the  kinds  of 
power  arrangements  compatible  with  democracy  and  the 
factors  determining  effective  government,  the  perspectives 
of  our  contributors  are  drawn  in  sharp  relief. 

The  final  chapter  in  the  book  has  several  objectives. 
The  editors  have  attempted  a  summation  of  the  major 
ideas  presented  in  the  earlier  chapters.  The  framework  of 
this  summation  is  a  consideration  of  democracy,  power, 
and  freedom  and  the  way  in  which  these  basic  concepts 
have  entered  into  the  formulations  of  Drucker,  Miller,  and 
Dahl.  Secondly,  we  have  drawn  some  further  implications 
for  American  democracy  based  on  this  summary.  These 
implications  focus  on  two  major  classes  of  problems.  The 
first  class  centers  about  the  nature  of  our  current  power 
arrangements:  the  diffusion  of  power;  the  concentration  of 
power  in  limited  sectors  of  society;  the  concentration  of 
power  in  large-scale  administrative  agencies;  and  the  ab- 
dication of  power  by  certain  segments  of  society. 

The  second  class  of  problems  discussed  centers  about 
the  varieties  of  alienation  that  pervade  the  contemporary 
scene — normlessness,  powerlessness,  and  self-estrangement. 
Alienation,  in  any  of  its  many  connotations,  is  here  viewed 
as  inimical  to  participation  in  the  democratic  process. 

The  editors  have  attempted  to  bring  forth  a  book  which 
would  appeal  to  all  those  who  are  deeply  concerned  about 
power  and  democracy  in  American  society,  whether  they 
be  laymen,  students,  or  social  scientists  who  are  themselves 
struggling  for  understanding  in  this  vast  and  complex  area 
of  life. 

The  Editors 
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INDIVIDUAL  FREEDOM  AND  EFFECTIVE 
GOVERNMENT  IN  A  SOCIETY 
OF  SUPER-POWERS 

Peter  F.  Drucker 


THE  GREATEST,   MOST  SIGNIFICANT  AND  YET   LEAST  NOTICED  OR 

understood  of  all  the  great  changes  in  our  century,  is  the  change 
in  the  power-potential,  power-structure  and  power-dynamics  of 
society. 

In  1900  when  our  century  was  born,  there  was  but  one 
organized  power  in  a  civilized  country:  the  political  government. 
In  some  countries  it  was  a  centralized  body  with  local  govern- 
ments simply  agents  of  the  central  power.  In  some  others  —  the 
United  States,  Germany,  Switzerland  and  the  just  emerging 
British  Commonwealth  —  the  system  was  a  federal  one,  with 
local  governments  subordinate  yet  autonomous.  But  everywhere 
there  was  only  one  power-center  with  a  complete  monopoly  on 
organized  power:  the  "modern"  government. 

Yet  despite  its  monopoly  it  was  a  strictly  limited  power.  The 
Tsar  of  all  the  Russians  was  an  "absolute  monarch."  Yet  his 
secret  police  did  not  arrest  Russian  citizens  at  three  in  the  morn- 
ing; there  had  to  be  a  warrant  issued  by  proper  judicial  authority. 
Once  arrested,  no  citizen  could  be  kept  for  weeks  in  a  police 
dungeon;  he  had  to  be  arraigned  without  delay  before  a  judge. 
He  could  not  be  indicted  for  anything  but  an  act  —  opinions 
were  not  indictable.  He  could  not  be  sent  to  Siberia  without  a 
public  trial  in  which  due  process  and  legal  rights  were  carefully 
respected.  The  severest  punishment  was  life  imprisonment  — 
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there  was  no  capital  punishment,  except  by  court  martial  in  time 
of  war.  And  in  that  absolutist  government,  decried  everywhere  as 
the  blackest  despotism,  no  one  could  be  dismissed  from  govern- 
ment or  university  under  suspicion  of  being  a  "loyalty  risk"  or  a 
"security  risk." 

Outside  this  limited  political  government  there  were  no  other 
major  powers  in  society.  The  "trusts"  which  frightened  our  grand- 
parents so  much,  were,  by  present-day  standards,  about  as  dan- 
gerous as  a  pet  white  mouse.  The  worst  of  them  all,  the  "octopus," 
Rockefeller's  Standard  Oil  Trust,  was  dissolved  by  the  Supreme 
Court  in  1911.  Every  one  of  the  dozen  or  so  separate  companies 
in  which  the  court  split  the  "monster,"  is  today  many  times  as 
big  as  the  original  parent  company  at  its  biggest.  Yet  only  four 
of  these  descendants  rank  today  as  major  oil  companies.  Simil- 
arly the  House  of  Morgan  that  loomed  like  one  of  the  Great 
Powers  over  the  financial  scene,  never  had  as  much  capital  at 
its  disposal  as  is  now  taken  in  and  invested  every  month  by  any 
one  of  a  dozen  pension  trusts  for  the  workers  of  a  major  cor- 
poration. 

To  be  sure,  there  were  exceptions.  Our  grandparents  were 
deeply  shocked,  just  before  the  turn  of  the  century,  by  a  scandal 
in  France  —  the  Dreyfus  affair  —  which  showed  that  the  French 
Army  was  considering  itself  a  state  within  the  state.  In  Germany, 
across  the  Rhine,  the  Army  had  actually  succeeded  in  getting  its 
political  autonomy  accepted,  though  the  informed  betting  around 
1900  was  that  it  would  lose  it  again.  In  the  late  nineteenth  centu- 
ry, for  the  first  time  in  almost  300  years,  the  Catholic  Church  had 
emerged  victorious  from  a  struggle  with  a  secular  government 
that  tried  to  subject  it  to  its  control:  in  Bismarck's  Germany.  But 
this,  people  argued,  was  because  Bismarck,  as  a  Protestant  head- 
ing a  Protestant  government,  had  made  the  issue  one  of  religion 
rather  than  one  of  political  control.  In  France  where  Catholic  in 
government  attacked  Catholic  in  Church,  the  outcome  —  just  a 
few  years  before  1900  —  had  been  what  it  had  always  been:  a 
complete  victory  for  the  one  power-center  of  what  1900  would 


Drucker:  Freedom  and  Effective  Government 

have  called  "modern"  society,  that  is,  the  central  government. 

But  apart  from  such  atypical  and  rather  rare  situations,  there 
were  no  particular,  partial  power-centers  in  society.  There  were 
as  yet  no  great  corporations,  no  nationwide  labor  unions,  no 
American  Medical  Association,  no  National  Education  Associ- 
ation or  similar  centers.  Power  was  centralized  but  strictly 
limited;  and  society  outside  of  government  was  one  of  diffused 
power,  if  it  had  any  potential  of  power. 

Things  were  not  very  different  internationally.  The  greater 
part  of  the  world  was  essentially  without  power:  all  of  Asia  ex- 
cept Japan,  all  of  Africa  without  exception,  all  of  South  America 
and  Australia.  There  was  really  only  one  power-center  in  the  in- 
ternational scene  just  as  there  was  only  one  in  the  domestic  scene: 
the  Concert  of  Europe,  the  power-system  of  the  six  European 
"Great  Powers"  —  Britain,  France,  Germany  and  Russia,  the 
stars  of  first  magnitude,  and  Austria-Hungary  and  Italy,  moons 
rather  than  suns. 

Again  the  European  system  was  one  of  sharply  limited 
power.  It  was  organized  in  such  a  way  that  no  one  of  the  Great 
Powers  was  capable  of  defeating  any  two  of  the  others.  As  long 
as  only  one  of  the  Great  Powers  —  and  especially  one  of  the 
"Big  Four"  —  remained  uncommitted,  everybody  else  was  there- 
fore both  safe  and  restrained.  The  system  was  run  so  as  to  make 
its  maintenance  the  basic  objective  of  every  power's  world-wide 
policy.  The  "Concert  of  Europe"  freely  disposed  of  large  chunks 
of  real  estate  all  over  the  world  —  such  as  giving  the  Congo  to 
the  King  of  the  Belgians  as  a  private  gift.  Its  members  bickered 
over  lines  on  a  map,  crossing  an  unexplored  desert.  They  swapped 
populations  running  into  the  millions,  and  calmly  carved  up 
ancient  empires  into  "spheres  of  influence."  But  all  the  deals  and 
disputes  between  European  powers  were  settled  in  terms  of  the 
European  balance  of  power;  every  colonial  issue  —  the  con- 
flict between  Britain  and  France,  the  one  between  Britain  and 
Russia,  between  Britain  and  Germany,  between  France  and 
Italy  —  was  fought  out  and  solved  as  a  problem  of  the  military 
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and  power  balance  on  the  continent  of  Europe  rather  than  as 
problems  and  issues  of  Africa  or  of  Asia. 

To  be  sure,  in  1900  strains  had  begun  to  appear.  The  sys- 
tem was  threatened  by  the  increasing  internal  weakness  of  Aus- 
tria-Hungary, which  was  disintegrating  under  the  onslaught  of 
the  forces  of  nationalism.  By  1900  it  was  becoming  clear  that 
there  was  a  "Balkan  problem"  of  great  danger.  No  one  of  the 
Great  Powers  could  be  allowed  control  of  the  Balkans  as  that 
would  have  totally  upset  the  balance.  Yet  the  Balkan  peoples 
themselves,  the  Bulgarians,  Greeks,  Rumanians  and  Serbs, 
seemed  incapable  of  organizing  stable  nations  of  their  own,  and 
both,  solicited  and  fell  prey  to  intervention  by  the  Great  Powers. 

Above  all  the  United  States  and  Japan,  two  newcomers, 
were  already  on  the  horizon  by  1900  —  though  just  barely. 
But  it  was  not  until  fifteen  years  later,  the  time  of  World  War  I, 
that  they  began  to  rival,  if  not  to  overshadow,  the  old  powers  of 
Europe. 

Perhaps  the  best  indication  of  the  international  system  of 
1900  is  the  fact  that  there  was  only  one  country  in  the  whole 
world  where  a  white  man,  a  European,  would  not  be  judged  by 
men  of  his  own  color  and  nationality  should  he  find  himself  in 
a  court  of  law:  Japan.  And  the  Japanese  had  regained  judicial 
sovereignty  only  a  very  few  years  earlier.  Yet,  the  power  of 
jurisdiction  has  everywhere  and  at  all  times  been  one  of  the 
fundamental  attributes  of  independence  and  sovereignty. 

Let  us  contrast  this  situation  with  our  present  world.  Do- 
mestically, every  single  government  has  grown  out  of  all  pro- 
portion —  it  has  become  a  super-power  rather  than  the  limited 
power  of  our  grandparents'  time.  All  the  federal  employees  at 
the  time  of  Theodore  Roosevelt  could  have  been  housed  com- 
fortably in  the  smallest  of  the  government  offices  in  today's 
Washington.  Our  entire  military  establishment  of  that  time  would 
simply  be  lost  on  any  one  of  our  strategic  air  bases.  Altogether, 
one  out  of  every  seven  Americans  now  at  work  in  this  country  of 
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"free  enterprise"  and  "limited  government,"  works  today  for 
government.  In  1900  it  was  one  out  of  every  hundred.  Actually 
the  growth  has  been  even  faster.  The  figures  included  the  teachers 
in  our  public  schools  who  were  in  1 900  —  as  they  are  now  — 
the  largest  single  employee  group  among  government  employees. 
They  have  not  grown  as  fast  as  our  population  —  the  result  of 
consolidated  schools  and  of  abolishing  one-room  schoolhouses. 
Take  out  the  teachers  and  you  have  today  one  out  of  every  four 
Americans  in  the  labor  force  working  for  a  government  —  it  was 
one  out  of  500,  if  not  one  out  of  a  thousand  back  in  1 900. 

And  yet  government  has  not  grown  as  fast  as  some  other 
nongovernmental  institutions.  In  1900  the  social  scene,  in  all 
countries,  looked  very  much  like  the  Kansas  prairie  —  it  was 
completely  flat,  except  for  one  hillock,  the  government.  The 
hillock  wasn't  high,  but  it  loomed  very  large  and  stood  all  by 
itself.  Today  the  social  scene  is  very  much  like  the  Himalayas. 
Here  are  the  lofty  ranges  of  the  great  corporations;  there  the 
rocky  cliffs  of  the  great  labor  unions  guarding  access  to  job  and 
craft;  there  are  the  great  —  or  at  least  large  —  universities, 
proud  of  the  fact  that  they  have  made  a  big  business  out  of 
learning  and  that  they  have  bigger  budgets  —  and  budget  deficits 
—  than  many  a  fair-sized  country.  But  there  are  also  the  many 
other  organized  powers  —  the  farm  bloc,  the  various  profession- 
al and  trade  groups,  to  name  a  few.  Even  the  churches  are  in- 
finitely more  organized  and  infinitely  more  powerful  politically 
in  today's  America  than  they  were  in  1900. 

The  political  government  may  be  the  Mount  Everest  in  that 
landscape.  But  it  certainly  does  not  tower  above  the  scene  as  the 
little  hillock  of  a  government  did  sixty  years  ago;  indeed  it  is 
often  hard  to  see  it  amid  the  mountain  masses.  Even  more  im- 
portant: the  political  government  is  in  danger  of  splitting  up 
into  separate,  particular,  sectional  power-centers. 

If,  in  1 900.  armies  defied  political  control,  it  was  because  of 
deep  social  and  political  rifts  within  a  country.  But  today's  armed 
forces  may  well  have  become  uncontrollable.  The  army  of  1900 
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was  very  much  closer  to  Caesar's  legions  1950  years  earlier, 
than  to  its  own  grandchild,  today's  armed  services.  At  the  very 
peak  of  the  "armaments  race"  before  1914,  for  instance,  the 
Germans,  whose  military  budgets  frightened  everybody  clear  out 
of  their  wits,  spent  a  great  deal  less  than  do  the  Swiss  today,  with 
one  tenth  of  Germany's  population  and  with  a  long  history  of 
peace  and  neutrality.  The  Army  of  Imperial  Germany  was  the 
greatest  and  most  powerful  military  organization  the  world  had 
ever  seen  up  to  that  time.  It  was  able  to  stand  off  the  combined 
forces  of  Europe  during  World  War  I  —  and  might  easily  have 
defeated  them  but  for  the  United  States'  entry  into  the  war.  Today 
this  army  could  not  hold  the  field  against  the  tiny  but  modern 
army  of  the  Swiss  or  of  the  Swedes  for  more  than  a  few  days. 
But  the  modern  army  is  so  complex,  with  its  size  and  fire  power, 
its  mobility,  armor  and  air  forces,  and  above  all,  with  the  dizzy 
speed  of  change  in  its  technology,  that  it  almost  defies  control.  It 
is  practically  a  power-center  of  its  own,  whether  its  own  leaders 
want  it  or  not. 

The  same  goes  for  the  bureaucracy.  In  1900  Britain  had  the 
finest  Civil  Service,  the  pride  of  the  British  and  the  envy  of  every 
civil  service  reformer  elsewhere.  It  was  a  Civil  Service  that  ruled 
and  ran  the  largest  empire  man  had  ever  seen.  But  it  was  so  small 
that  a  mere  tenth  of  the  graduates  of  a  dozen  high  schools, 
funnelling  through  two  undergraduate  universities,  were  enough 
to  staff  it.  It  was  small  enough  for  every  professional  member  of 
the  Service  to  know  all  the  others  within  two  years  after  joining 
up.  Today,  it  is  impossible  for  the  professional  staff  within  one 
single  agency  to  know  each  other.  And  the  bureaucracy  has  be- 
come so  big,  so  complex,  so  full  of  men  of  knowledge  doing 
highly  specialized  work,  as  to  be  virtually  uncontrollable  by  its 
nominal  head,  as  to  be  virtually  free  from  political  direction. 

The  same  thing  can  be  said  of  the  third  major  organization 
within  government:  the  Foreign  Service.  In  1900  the  Foreign 
Service  was  still  pretty  much  what  it  had  been  when  diplomacy 
had  first  become  professional  and  organized,  250  years  earlier. 
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It  was  still,  for  instance,  quite  common  for  an  ambassador  to 
write  his  dispatches  in  longhand.  It  was  easily  possible  for  a 
reasonably  diligent  man,  like  the  German  Kaiser,  to  read  each 
dispatch  personally  and  write  —  also  in  longhand  —  extensive- 
comments  on  it;  and  there  was  still  plenty  of  time  left  for  him  to 
do  other  work,  let  alone  other  things  besides  work. 

Today's  embassy  is  a  mammoth  Tower  of  Babel  with  hun- 
dreds of  specialists  whose  purpose  and  mission  the  ambassador 
understands  only  faintly,  such  as  specialists  in  agriculture  and  in 
public  relations,  in  science  and  in  foreign  aid.  And  we  neither 
know  how  to  organize  this  huge  activity  nor  how  to  make  it  an 
effective  arm  of  government.  It  threatens,  like  armed  service  and 
bureaucracy,  to  become  a  power-center  of  its  own. 

Altogether,  we  had  better  realize  that  we  have  acquired  a 
fourth,  extraconstitutional  branch  of  government:  the  admin- 
istrative establishment,  civilian  and  military.  It  is  no  longer, 
except  in  textbooks,  an  aide  to  the  Executive  but  an  entity  of 
its  own.  To  organize  it  for  effectiveness  is  an  urgent  task.  But 
even  more  urgent  is  the  task  of  preventing  it  from  becoming 
autonomous,  from  becoming  a  series  of  power-centers  that  are 
financed  by  government,  located  within  government,  but  funda- 
mentally powers  in  themselves,  with  their  own  policies,  their  own 
codes,  their  own  self-interests. 

Things  are  no  different,  by  the  way,  in  a  totalitarian  country. 
The  only  thing  that  is  different  is  the  brittle  front  of  uniformity 
that  hides  the  power  struggles  behind.  But  at  the  slightest  weak- 
ening of  the  facade  —  at  Stalin's  death  for  instance,  or  in  the 
East  German,  Polish  and  Hungarian  uprisings  —  the  organized 
autonomous  power-centers  within  totalitarian  society  generated 
truly  explosive  forces. 

Internationally  we  have  had  a  parallel  development.  At  the 
outbreak  of  World  War  II,  the  old  European  system  was  still 
around  —  though  it  was  obviously  on  its  last  legs.  But  it  was  still 
possible  for  a  Hitler  to  believe  that  by  controlling  and  conquer- 
ing Europe  he  could  control  and  conquer  the  world.  This  illusion 
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was  gone  by  the  end  of  World  War  II.  But  then  each  of  two 
"super-powers,"  this  country  and  Russia,  for  a  short  period 
imagined  that  it,  and  it  alone,  had  entered  into  the  European 
inheritance.  These  were  the  years  when  our  magazines  were 
full  of  talk  of  the  "American  Century."  We  recovered  fast  — 
it  took  Russia  until  Stalin's  death  (which  was  the  reason  why, 
until  then,  her  foreign  policy  was  so  singularly  unsuccessful  ex- 
cept where  directly  supported  by  Russian  arms).  Then  came  a 
decade  during  which  we  saw  the  world  split  into  two  "super- 
powers," each  with  its  own  "bloc"  of  alliances  and  satellites. 

That  this  was  illusion,  the  1960  United  Nations  session  in 
New  York  showed  clearly.  What  we  have  today  is  no  one  power- 
center.  Instead,  power  is  fragmented  and  atomized  all  over  the 
world  without  any  organization  or  any  center  of  control. 

Yet  even  the  tiniest  of  these  atoms,  while  not  having  enough 
power  for  constructive  international  activity,  has,  at  least  poten- 
tially, the  power  of  total  destruction.  Nuclear  armaments  are  not 
particularly  difficult  to  make.  Even  the  Republic  of  Togo  —  a 
small,  underpopulated,  desperately  poor  African  state,  until 
recently  a  French  colony  —  could,  within  a  few  years,  manu- 
facture and  possess  enough  atomic  bombs  to  make  the  earth 
uninhabitable. 

In  1 900,  no  one  in  the  international  world  had  the  power  of 
destruction.  And  every  one  was  safe,  or  could  at  least  make 
himself  safe.  Today,  by  contrast,  every  one  has,  at  least  poten- 
tially, the  power  of  total  destruction.  And  no  one  is  safe  or  can 
be  made  safe.  Power  has  become  atomized  in  the  international, 
as  it  has  in  the  domestic  society.  At  the  same  time,  the  power- 
potential,  so  very  low  only  sixty  years  ago,  has  increased  beyond 
all  sanity,  let  alone  all  controllability. 

There  are  three  distinct  but  interrelated  tasks  facing  us  as  a 
result  of  this  great  change: 

-to  restore  government  to  effectiveness  both  internationally 
and  domestically; 
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-to  prevent  the  new,  partial,  sectional  or  interest-group 
power-centers  within  society  from  usurping  the  functions  of 
government  and  encroaching  upon  individual  freedom  and 
citizenship; 

-to  safeguard  and  strengthen  the  freedom  of  the  person. 

What  we  have  to  do,  we  know  —  at  least  in  outline.  This  is 
not  the  first  time  in  history  that  man  has  been  confronted  by  a 
society  dissolving  into  pluralism  —  though  never  before  was 
there  such  doubt  of  his  survival  as  there  is  now.  Nor  was  the 
problem  ever  before  a  universal  world-wide  one.  We  know 
that  pluralism  can  be  a  source  of  strength,  of  freedom,  of  achieve- 
ment, if  it  is  under  Law.  We  know  that  it  must  lead  to  anarchy, 
and  through  anarchy  to  despotism,  if  it  is  not  under  Law. 

What  does  this  mean  specifically  —  first  with  respect  to  the 
effectiveness  of  government? 

I  am  not  talking  about  world  peace  and  the  coming  of  the 
millenium.  I  am  not  talking  of  the  Good  Society  either.  I  am 
talking  about  something  much  more  modest  but  attainable: 
effective  government.  But  unless  government  is  first  effective, 
is  first  capable  of  governing,  of  having  policies  and  of  pursuing 
them,  all  the  more  ambitious  goals  will  remain  mere  rhetoric, 
promises  to  be  mouthed  by  demagogues  while  they  destroy  the 
world. 

Internationally,  we  need  effective  government  the  most  — 
and  can  least  hope  to  obtain  it  in  our  time  of  world-wide  change, 
revolution  and  upheaval.  But  we  can  at  least  create  the  condi- 
tions under  which  leadership  can  be  exercised  and  can  be  con- 
structive. Obviously,  this  would  require: 

a)  constant  efforts  to  build  and  strengthen  organs  of  law  in 
international  life,  such  as  the  United  Nations;  organs 
through  which  law  can  be  built  and  can  be  maintained  in 
a  multinational  world,  in  a  world  of  conflicting  ideologies, 
which  yet  is  one  and  indivisible  in  this  age  of  rapid  com- 
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munication  and  intercontinental  or  space  missiles; 

b)  systematic  genuine  disarmament  and  genuine  controls 
thereof; 

c)  a  policy  that  would  look  upon  the  "neutrality"  of  the 
weaker  and  newer  nations  as  a  positive  gain  —  not  only 
for  our  side  but  for  world  strength  and  world  safety.  In- 
stead of  'neutral'  being  considered  to  mean  'for  the  enemy,' 
it  should  be  our  aim  to  make  it  mean  'for  our  ideals  and 
hopes.' 

Our  foreign  policy  accepted  the  first  of  these  conclusions  at 
the  time  of  the  Suez  crisis.  To  this  we  owe  whatever  successes  we 
have  since  had  in  international  affairs.  And  the  Soviet  Union  has 
suffered  its  defeats  whenever  it  went  against  this  first  rule.  With 
respect  to  the  second  rule,  the  need  for  disarmament  and  dis- 
armament controls,  neither  we  nor  the  Soviet  Union  have  really 
yet  fully  embraced  it  —  though  the  Soviet  Union  has  had  con- 
siderable propaganda  advantages  from  its  seemingly  embracing 
it.  Both  countries  still  entertain  the  foolish  delusion  that  some- 
how their  military  hegemony  can  be  restored.  In  the  meantime 
atomic  contagion  is  spreading. 

It  is  on  the  last  point,  the  encouragement  and  support  of 
genuine  freedom  from  commitments  on  the  part  of  the  small 
and  weak  nations,  that  we  in  this  country  have  failed  to  under- 
stand the  situation  and  its  needs.  All  the  very  real  victories  of 
communism  in  the  last  few  years  can  be  traced  to  the  fact  that 
the  Soviets,  since  Stalin's  death,  have  come  to  understand  that 
genuine  neutrals  make  possible  a  more  effective  international 
policy  on  the  part  of  a  great  power,  while  we  do  not  as  yet 
understand  this. 

But  my  main  interest  is  not  in  the  international  but  in  the 
domestic  field.  What  do  we  need  to  make  domestic  government 
effective  again  —  or  perhaps  to  prevent  its  losing  effectiveness? 

One  simple  requirement  is  the  focusing  of  the  energies  of 
government  on  the  vital  task,  the  task  of  governing  —  making 
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decisions,  developing  policies,  giving  leadership  and  vision.  That 
government  is  big  today  does  not  make  it  strong,  any  more  than 
gross  overweight  makes  a  man  healthy.  It  is  an  old  rule  of 
organization  that  one  can  either  "operate"  or  "think."  No  or- 
ganization —  and  no  man  by  the  way  —  can  do  both  at  the 
same  time.  Yet,  the  energies  of  modern  government  are  absorbed 
by  "operating." 

To  a  large  extent  this  is  the  result  of  our  not  having  an 
effective  local  government.  What  local  government  we  have  is 
still  based  on  the  Greek  polis  of  2000  years  ago  —  a  small  city, 
essentially  the  trading  center  of  an  agricultural  area.  For  the 
new  metropolis,  the  vast  network  of  interlinked  communities, 
industries,  communications,  power,  water,  sewage,  transporta- 
tion, that  is  the  new  "local"  center  of  our  age  —  whether  the 
super-metropolis  that  stretches  from  north  of  Boston  to  Nor- 
folk, Virginia  in  one  disorganized  sprawl,  the  super-metropolis 
that  stretches  from  Milwaukee  to  South  Bend  and  threatens  to 
link  up  with  Toledo  and  Detroit  within  twenty  years,  or  the 
super-metropolis  of  Tokyo- Yokohama  in  Japan  with  its  ten 
million  people  that  threatens  to  eat  up  all  the  good  farmland  in 
a  country  desperately  short  of  land  —  for  this  new  power-center 
which  is  local  and  yet  no  longer  within  any  one  man's  compre- 
hension, for  that  we  have  no  government.  Effective  national 
government,  however,  demands  that  local  tasks  be  done  locally; 
today  they  fall,  by  default,  to  the  national  government  where 
they  can  only  be  done  badly,  but  where  also  their  very  exis- 
tence inhibits  true  policy,  true  government  and  national  leader- 
ship. 

The  challenge  to  develop  effective  political  theory  is  one  of 
the  most  urgent  of  our  time. 

We  can  at  least  begin  to  restore  effectiveness  by  sloughing 
off  from  government  all  the  many  activities  which  are  obsolete, 
which  have  outlived  their  usefulness,  which  have  become  mere 
busyness.  There  is  too  much  fat  in  government  and  not  enough 
muscle,  too  much  that  provides  inertia  and  not  enough  that 
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provides  energy.  Sixty  years  ago  the  belief  that  government 
needed  to  be  given  more  to  do  was  justified.  Today  it  is  a 
sad  anachronism  —  government  needs  to  think  more  and  to 
decide  more  —  but  to  do  less.  Activities  that  no  longer  serve  the 
national  welfare  and  purpose  should  be  ruthlessly  pruned.  Any 
modern  government  is  overburdened  with  such  activities  —  as 
by  the  way  is  every  modern  business  corporation,  army  or  labor 
union.  Inability  to  eliminate  is  a  fatal  disease,  in  corporate  bodies 
as  well  as  in  biological  ones. 

But  even  if  government  should  be  lean  and  young  again, 
should  have  sweated  off  every  ounce  of  fat  and  be  in  the  condi- 
tion of  a  star  athlete  going  into  the  Olympic  Games,  the  question 
would  still  remain:  can  government  be  effective  with  all  these 
concentrations  of  sectional  and  interest-group  power  around? 
Can  it  be  more  than  a  referee  between  them,  arbitrating  between 
labor  and  management,  between  farmer  and  consumer,  between 
Pentagon  and  State  Department?  Can  it  hope  to  accomplish  more 
than  an  escape  from  becoming  the  captive  of  these  sectional, 
partial  powers,  with  the  fight  for  control  of  the  government  de- 
generating into  a  struggle  for  the  spoils?  Lest  you  think  this  pes- 
simistic romancing,  it  is  already  the  situation  with  respect  to  those 
administrative  agencies  (such  as  the  Federal  Communications 
Commission  which  hands  out  radio  and  TV  channels)  which  do 
not  just  "regulate"  but  which  award  rights  to  the  public  domains. 

We  need  strong  government  today;  we  need  it  as  we  have 
never  needed  it  before.  We  cannot  get  it  by  making  government 
bigger  —  it  is  already  too  big  for  effectiveness.  We  cannot  get 
it  by  destroying  the  sectional,  particular  and  partial  power- 
centers.  We  need  those  to  do  the  daily  jobs  of  our  society.  We 
can  get  effective  government  only  if  we  see  the  role  of  govern- 
ment as  that  of  leader,  as  setter  of  vision,  as  the  organ  of  society 
that  makes  demands  rather  than  as  that  which  satisfies  demands. 

I  now  turn  to  my  second  question:  the  limits  of  power  and 
authority  for  the  new  partial  power-centers  of  society,  whether 
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they  be  business  corporations,  labor  unions,  medical  associations 
or  the  American  Association  of  University  Professors. 

By  background  and  training  —  and  inclination  —  I  am  a 
constitutional  lawyer  and  legal  historian.  And  the  constitutional 
lawyer  is  thoroughly  familiar  with  the  problem.  He  has  seen 
too  many  societies  collapse  into  anarchy  —  and  then,  of  course, 
proceed  to  tyranny  —  because  partial  power-centers  had  been 
allowed  to  usurp  the  functions  of  government.  He  does  not  have 
a  wonder-drug  for  the  disease.  But  he  knows  the  disease  and  its 
symptoms,  and  at  least  he  knows  what  not  to  do. 

First  the  constitutional  lawyer  will  tell  you  that  there  are 
three  ultimate  levers  of  control  in  political  society.  Any  society 
that  abandons  those  to  private  power  groups,  abandons  political 
control.  They  need  not  be  in  the  hands  of  government  perhaps; 
at  least  one  of  the  three,  the  control  of  money  and  credit,  was,  in 
the  nineteenth  century,  completely  decentralized.  But  these  levers 
of  social  control  must  not  be  in  the  hands  of  partial,  sectional- 
interest  groups. 

These  three  are: 

the  control  of  money  and  credit  —  the  modern  economist's 
way  to  describe  the  sovereign's  age-old  exclusive  right  to  coin 
money; 

the  control  of  the  dispensation  of  justice;  and 

the  exclusive  control  over  organized  resistance  — -  what  the 
political  historian  used  to  call  the  right  to  levy  armies. 

Of  these  three,  only  the  first  one,  the  control  of  money  and 
credit,  is  today  largely  free  from  control  by  power-groups.  In 
respect  to  the  dispensation  of  justice  we  see  strong  tendencies 
towards  private  jurisdiction  —  in  labor  relations,  for  instance. 
We  are  certainly  right  when  we  welcome  any  sign  that  labor 
and  management  can  settle  their  differences  —  though  a  skeptic 
(and  every  constitutional  lawyer  is  a  skeptic)  wonders  where 
settlement  ends  and  collusion  of  the  two  "producer  interests" 
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against  the  consumer  and  the  common  good  begins.  But  we  are 
certainly  wrong,  dead  wrong,  if  we  hand  over  to  the  two  pro- 
ducer interests,  management  and  labor  —  or  to  any  others  — 
the  right  to  control  the  making  of  law  in  this  area,  and  especially 
the  right  to  administer  and  dispense  justice. 

Even  more  dangerous,  at  least  by  historical  precedent,  is 
the  tendency  —  in  all  countries  —  to  take  whole  areas  of  public 
life  away  from  the  judiciary  and  hand  them  over  to  administra- 
tive agencies.  I  am  not  primarily  talking  of  regulation  which 
applies  clearly  announced  rules  to  a  specific  case.  I  am  talking  of 
the  agencies  —  and  their  number  is  large  and  growing  —  which 
award  and  take  away  rights  to  the  public  domain;  I  have  men- 
tioned some  of  them  earlier.  Wherever  in  the  past  we  had 
such  a  situation  —  the  Court  of  Star  Chamber  of  the  Stuart  kings 
is  the  example  Americans  are  most  likely  to  have  heard  about  — 
it  became  a  subverter  of  political  authority  and  of  the  effective- 
ness and  power  of  the  legal  sovereign.  Law,  all  experience  tells 
us,  has  to  be  public.  Law  has  to  be  procedural;  process  rather 
than  substantive  law,  is  the  citizen's  safeguard  and  the  guarantee 
of  the  law's  objectivity.  Law,  finally,  has  to  be  law  —  and  an 
administrative  agency,  inevitably,  makes  it  arbitrary  rather  than 
predictable,  political  rather  than  just,  dependent  on  influence, 
pressure,  intimidation,  if  not  on  corruption  and  bribery. 

And  finally  we  are  not  entirely  "pure"  any  more  with  respect 
to  the  third  and  last  requirement  of  functioning  and  effective 
government:  the  absolute  ban  on  private  forces  of  resistance. 

The  power  of  a  nationwide  labor  union  to  call  out  its  mem- 
bers on  strike,  regardless  even  of  national  emergency,  comes 
perilously  close  to  the  power  of  levying  a  private  army.  For  the 
characteristic  of  an  army  within  the  body  politic  is  not  that  it  has 
rifles  but  that  it  is  a  disciplined,  organized  host,  trained  and 
capable  of  mass  action.  It  serves  one  interest  in  society  and  is 
under  the  control  and  command  of  that  interest.  Any  industry- 
wide strike  comes  close  to  that  definition.  (I  am,  let  me  hasten 
to  add,  a  firm  believer  in  free,  decentralized  —  and  that  means 
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nongovernmental  —  collective  bargaining.)  The  industry-wide 
strike  is  no  longer  a  strike  against  an  employer;  it  is  a  strike 
against  society.  Whether  we  can  permit  this  and  maintain  a 
functioning,  effective  government,  I  very  much  question. 

The  constitutional  lawyer  knows  one  more  lesson  of  history. 
Government  has  been  subverted  as  often  by  people  assuming 
responsibilities  that  were  not  theirs  as  it  has  been  subverted  by 
people  greedy  for  power.  The  constitutional  lawyer,  as  I  said, 
has  a  skeptical  mind  —  at  least  in  one  respect:  he  suspects 
people  who  clamor  for  responsibility.  He  knows  that  people 
normally  shun  responsibility.  And  he  also  knows  that  "respon- 
sibility" is  but  a  synonym  for  "authority."  The  one  always  goes 
with  the  other.  He  therefore  suspects  those  who  volunteer  for  re- 
sponsibilities to  be  seeking  power.  They  may  act  from  the  best 
of  intentions  and  without  awareness  of  their  real  aims.  None- 
theless they  want  power  to  which  they  have  no  legitimate  claim. 

The  constitutional  lawyer  remembers,  for  instance,  that  the 
destruction  of  government  in  the  early  Middle  Ages,  in  the  two 
centuries  after  Charlemagne,  was  hastened  by  the  bishops  and 
abbots  who  volunteered  to  take  on  the  responsibility  for  the 
administration  of  justice  in  their  estates  and  dioceses.  These  men 
did  so  with  the  best  of  intentions;  in  a  lawless  time  —  almost 
as  lawless  as  ours  —  there  was  no  justice  for  the  poor  and  down- 
trodden against  the  rich,  powerful  and  cruel.  But  once  justice 
was  alienated  from  its  rightful  holder,  the  political  government, 
it  very  soon  fell  into  the  hands  of  the  rich,  powerful  and  cruel  and 
became  the  mightiest  engine  for  oppression. 

The  constitutional  lawyer  therefore  always  asks  for  anyone 
asserting  responsibility:  Do  you  have  authority  in  this  area? 
And  for  what  and  to  whom  will  you  be  accountable?  If  you 
have  no  authority  then  you  don't  belong  in  this  area  —  what 
you  are  after  is  power,  not  contribution.  And  if  you  are  not  ac- 
countable for  performance  to  someone,  you  will  be  a  despot 
rather  than  a  lawful  ruler. 

On  this  basis,  the  constitutional  lawyer  and  legal  historian 
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views  with  grave  misgivings  a  good  deal  that  goes  on  today,  no 
matter  how  well-meant  it  may  be.  When  business  asserts  its 
"responsibility"  for  "higher  education,"  for  instance,  does  it 
have  any  authority?  I  doubt  it  very  much.  Business  undoubtedly 
has  a  genuine  debt  to  education.  No  business  in  the  world  could 
run  five  minutes  without  the  contribution  of  education.  Indeed 
the  true  capital  investment  of  a  modern  society  is  not  machines 
but  schools.  I  would  think  it  eminently  fair,  for  instance,  for 
every  business  in  this  country  to  pay  1  per  cent  of  the  salary  of 
each  college  graduate  in  its  employ  to  the  college  where  he 
graduated.  This  would  solve  the  financial  problem  of  higher 
education  in  a  hurry.  And  if  the  man  learned  anything  in  col- 
lege, it  would  be  a  bargain.  But  "responsibility  of  business  for 
education"  —  that  is  a  claim  to  a  power  which  business  has  no 
claim  to,  a  demand  for  a  right  for  which  business  could  not  be 
held  accountable.  It  is  usurpation  and  has  to  be  resisted. 

Similarly,  the  constitutional  lawyer  would  ask:  what  authority 
do  labor  unions  have  with  respect  to  foreign  policy  —  where 
they  volunteer  responsibility  today?  He  would  come  to  the 
same  conclusion:  however  well-meant,  however  intelligent  its 
foreign-policy  proposals,  the  labor  union,  a  special  interest  group 
for  limited  purposes  of  its  members,  who  are  themselves  a  special 
minority  group,  has  no  business  being  "responsible"  for  foreign 
policy.  It  has  of  course  a  right  to  an  opinion  in  a  free  society. 
But  that  is  all. 

I  put  the  "individual"  first  in  my  title  —  and  that  is  where 
he  belongs.  I  put  him  last  in  my  paper,  however;  for  I  do  not 
believe  that  one  can  discuss  the  problem  of  individual  freedom 
in  our  society  without  first  understanding  its  power-structure.  It 
is  a  problem  of  maintaining  independence  even  though  we  de- 
pend on  these  large,  new  organizations  for  a  livelihood  and  for 
a  chance  to  make  our  contribution.  It  is  a  problem  of  using  these 
power-centers  for  the  purposes  of  the  individual  rather  than  have 
the  individual  be  used  by  them  for  theirs. 


18 


Drucker:  Freedom  and  Effective  Government 

Sixty  years  ago  the  citizen  in  the  civilized  countries  was 
working  for  "someone."  The  majority  in  this  country,  at  least, 
worked  for  themselves,  as  a  farmer,  as  a  craftsman,  as  a  shop- 
keeper. Even  though  his  own  boss,  the  individual  did  not  enjoy 
much  real  freedom  of  action.  He  was  constrained  by  a  harsh 
nature.  He  was  constrained  by  custom.  He  was  constrained  by 
poverty.  And  of  course  many  people,  even  sixty  years  ago, 
worked  for  someone  else,  worked  for  a  "boss." 

Today  the  great  majority  of  people  in  the  developed  countries 
are  employed.  But  they  do  no  longer  work  for  "someone."  They 
work  for  some  organization.  Even  the  president  of  the  giant 
corporation  in  which  the  average  citizen  occupies  a  lowly  niche 
far  down  the  ladder,  is  an  employee.  He  can  get  fired  —  and 
often  does.  There  is  no  one  individual  employer  —  there  is  the 
impersonal  organization.  It  is  predicated  on  its  ability  to  survive 
the  individual.  The  individual  is  transient;  the  organization  is 
immortal  (or  thinks  itself  so). 

And  instead  of  the  restraining  forces  of  nature,  custom  and 
poverty,  the  individual,  if  he  wants  to  be  a  person,  fights  against 
the  restraints  of  organization.  The  truly  dangerous  ones,  the 
restraints  that  strangle  the  individual,  are  well-meaning,  benev- 
olent forces,  forces  working  ostensibly,  if  not  sincerely,  in  "the 
best  interest  of  the  individual." 

The  slavery  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  totalitarian  countries  is 
the  result  of  a  creed  that  aims  at  making  mankind  happy.  The 
"organization  man"  is  the  creature  and  victim  of  corporate  benev- 
olence. The  closing  of  access  to  jobs  and  skills  and  the  freezing 
out  of  all  those  who  are  not  fortunate  enough  to  have  the  right 
credentials  —  a  new  "class  system"  as  dangerous  and  as  unfair 
as  the  old  one  ever  was  —  is  caused  by  work  rules  and  union 
concepts  "in  the  interest  of  the  laboring  man."  The  problem  of 
individual  freedom  is  therefore  also,  in  large  part,  a  problem  of 
guarding  against  well-intended  concern  masking  a  drive  for 
illegitimate  power. 

For  the  individual  to  maintain  himself  a  citizen  and  a  per- 
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son,  it  is  first  necessary  that  his  relationship  to  that  impersonal 
organization  be  an  impersonal  one,  one  focused  on  the  task  to 
be  done  rather  than  on  the  person.  Let  me  say  bluntly  that  a 
business  corporation,  a  labor  union,  even  an  army  or  an  air 
force,  have  no  business  demanding  loyalty  from  their  members. 
All  they  can  demand  is  faithful  performance  of  duty.  Loyalty  is 
something  one  earns.  They  also  do  not  have  any  business  de- 
manding the  "allegiance"  of  the  individual.  Allegiance  one  owes 
to  one's  God,  to  one's  country  and  to  one's  own  better  self  inside. 
One  does  not  owe  it  to  a  temporal  institution  designed  for  very 
limited  and  partial  purposes. 

Finally  we  should  realize  that  any  attempts  on  the  part  of 
these  institutions  to  cut  down  and  to  deny  mobility  and  freedom 
of  development  and  movement  to  the  citizen,  are  antisocial  and 
are  actually  greater  threats  to  a  free  society  and  economy  than 
any  of  the  specific  violations  which  antitrust  laws  try  to  remedy. 
This  goes  for  the  restrictions  on  access  to  skill,  and  to  professions 
and  crafts  (and  I  include  the  Ph.D.  requirement  of  our  univer- 
sities among  these  antisocial  trade  union  restrictions).  It  also 
goes  for  the  "golden  fetters"  which  tie  the  individual  to  a  job 
and  to  an  oganization  —  the  pension  rights  which  he  cannot  take 
with  him  when  he  leaves;  the  bonuses,  the  compensation  plan, 
stock  options  and  similar  fringe  benefits.  Designed  in  perfect 
benevolence,  they  are  none  the  less  threats.  For  the  one  and 
ultimate  safeguard  of  freedom,  as  Rousseau  knew  almost  two 
hundred  years  ago,  is  the  freedom  to  emigrate,  the  freedom  to 
leave  and  go  elsewhere.  And  this  freedom  is  seriously  impaired 
today  by  measures  taken  in  the  interest  of  the  individual  and 
supposedly  for  his  own  best  —  but  at  the  cost  of  tying  him  to  a 
job,  to  a  craft,  to  a  skill,  or  at  the  cost  of  denying  access  to  job, 
craft  and  skill  to  others,  no  matter  how  competent  they  might  be. 

But  the  individual  himself  has  a  role  to  play  in  maintaining 
freedom.  He  has  first  the  obligation  —  and  I  use  this  strong  word 
intentionally  —  to  maintain  his  ability  to  move.  In  our  society 
in  which  knowledge  and  skill  change  so  fast,  this  means  above  all 
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the  obligation  to  learn  how  one  learns. 

Altogether,  one  ought  to  realize  that  he  no  longer  can  ex- 
pect to  have  learned  what  he  will  need  during  his  life  when  he 
finishes  formal  schooling.  It  used  to  be  true  that  one  stopped 
learning  when  he  left  school  and  began  "working."  Today  it  may 
be  truer  to  say  that  this  is  the  day  on  which  one  starts  learning. 
Certainly  no  one  can  expect  to  do  anything,  fifteen  years  from 
now,  for  which  his  present  learning  will  have  adequately  prepared 
him.  The  only  way  he  can  be  adequately  prepared  is  to  learn  how 
he  learns. 

But,  in  addition,  the  individual  can  stay  free  in  this  society  of 
super-powers  only  if  he  creates  his  own  area  of  personal  freedom, 
the  area  outside  of  organized  power.  He  must  have  a  personal 
and  inalienable  membership  in  the  human  race  and  in  its  heritage 
outside  and  distinct  from  the  affiliation  through  his  organization. 
This  of  course  means  first  the  religious  and  spiritual  life  of  the 
person.  But  it  also  means  the  intellectual  and  esthetic  life.  A 
man  who  plays  chamber  music  in  a  string  quartet  twice  a  week, 
albeit  as  an  amateur,  has  a  sphere  of  freedom  which  no  corpor- 
ation, no  trade  union,  no  bureaucracy  can  take  away  from  him. 
It  is  no  accident  that  totalitarian  countries  are  even  more  con- 
cerned with  control  of  the  arts  than  they  are  concerned  with  the 
control  of  the  mind.  They  know  the  old  wisdom  of  Plato's 
Republic  —  that  he  who  controls  the  poetry  and  music  of  a 
people  controls  their  hearts  and  their  passions. 

I  am  not  talking  of  a  "hobby"  here.  I  am  not  talking  of 
something  that  prepares  a  man  for  retirement.  I  am  talking  of 
an  area  of  work,  of  an  area  of  achievement,  of  an  area  of  per- 
sonal fulfillment.  I  believe  that  everyone  today,  and  especially 
those  who  work  for  the  organized  power-centers  around  us,  needs 
to  have  an  independent  sphere  of  accomplishment,  something  in 
which  he  is  not  an  "employee"  but  his  own  boss,  something  in 
which  he,  rather  than  the  organization,  sets  the  goals  and  the 
standards.  He  need  not  be  a  master  in  this  field  —  indeed  none 
of  these  fields  can  be  mastered  as  sidelines.  But  he  needs  to  see 
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in  himself  more  than  a  dilettante  plying  a  hobby.  He  ought  to 
see  himself  a  junior  journeyman.  And  he  ought  to  apply  to  this 
field  what  my  old  piano  teacher  said  many,  many  years  ago: 
"You  will  never  play  Mozart  like  a  great  pianist;  but  there  is  no 
reason  why  you  should  not  play  your  scales  like  one." 

I  talked  about  the  problems  which  the  great  changes  in 
power-structure,  power-potential  and  power-dynamics  have  pro- 
duced. I  talked  about  things  to  watch  out  for.  I  am  not  altogether 
alarmed  by  the  development.  I  view  it  with  mixed  feelings.  I  am 
conscious  of  the  tremendous  ability  to  achieve  which  our  new 
ability  to  organize  gives  us.  I  am  conscious  of  the  fact  that  it 
enables  us,  for  instance,  to  tackle  the  job  of  economic  develop- 
ment. And  this  is  not  a  job  the  aim  of  which  is  to  make  people 
rich.  This  is  a  job  in  which  one  aims  to  lift  from  mankind  the 
age-old  curse  which  decreed  that  four  out  of  every  five  babies 
born  would  die  before  their  first  birthday.  This  is  a  task  that 
aims  at  making  man  less  vulnerable  to  the  caprices  of  nature, 
and  more  capable  to  live  as  a  man. 

And  I  am  not  unconscious  of  —  nor  am  I  ungrateful  for 
—  the  tremendous  increase  in  our  ability  to  advance  our  knowl- 
edge, advance  and  enrich  our  life  through  all  the  new  horizons 
which  our  new  powers  open  even  to  the  ordinary  man. 

But  I  cannot  say  that  I  am  altogther  happy  about  the 
change.  For  the  dangers  are  real  —  and  they  are  great. 

However,  every  danger  is  also  an  opportunity.  And  the 
dangers  we  face  in  this  world,  the  dangers  of  a  world  gone 
power-mad,  should  be  pre-eminently  an  American  opportunity. 

I  said  in  the  beginning  that,  at  the  turn  of  the  century,  every 
country  had  one  center  of  power,  the  government.  This  was  true 
even  of  the  United  States.  But  it  was  true  even  then  that  the 
United  States  had  something  else  besides:  a  deep  and  long 
tradition  of  pluralism  which  refused  to  accept  the  theory  on 
which  the  modern  state  had  been  based,  the  theory  of  the  one 
absolute  sovereign,  the  political  government. 

Throughout  our  history  it  has  been  our  special  concern 
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and  our  special  ability  to  make  the  common  good  issue  from  the 
conflict  of  particular  self-centered  interests,  and  to  create  unity 
out  of  diversity.  To  this  ability  we  owe  our  proudest  achieve- 
ments —  and  when,  a  hundred  years  ago,  it  failed  us,  we  were 
plunged  into  our  greatest  national  tragedy,  the  Civil  War. 

The  task  in  the  world  today  is  to  make  pluralism  work.  Ours 
is  and  will  remain  a  pluralist  world.  It  is  a  world  in  which  there 
is  far  too  much  power,  especially  in  the  international  scene.  But 
it  is  clear  that  we  will  be  able  to  diminish  the  danger  and  risk 
of  this  excess  of  power  only  by  making  it  even  more  pluralist 
than  it  is. 

Today  before  the  world  there  is  one  self-styled  solution:  the 
attempt  to  obtain  uniformity  by  suppressing  freedom,  the  attempt 
to  create  unity  by  terror.  This  "solution"  actually  does  not  solve 
anything;  it  only  brushes  the  distressing  evidence  under  the  rug 
and,  temporarily,  out  of  sight.  Whenever  the  terror  has  been 
lifted,  if  only  for  a  week,  the  old  forces  have  asserted  them- 
selves explosively.  And  the  best  proof  of  the  total  failure  of 
this  so-called  solution  is  the  steady  flow  of  broken,  wretched, 
desperate  humanity  that  streams  through  the  tiniest  pin-hole  in 
the  Iron  Curtain. 

It  is  our  job  to  find  a  true  solution,  an  alternative  that  can 
organize  this  world  of  ours,  with  all  its  pluralism,  with  all  its 
diversity,  all  its  over-organization,  in  dignity,  in  peace,  in  hope 
—  and  in  freedom.  I  do  not  say  that  we  in  this  country  have 
the  answer  today.  I  am  only  saying  that  we,  of  all  countries,  are 
the  ones  that  have  lived  a  life  of  pluralism,  have  accepted,  have 
affirmed  and  made  constructive  a  pluralist  society,  have  believed 
that  power  should  be  decentralized  and  have  lived  that  belief. 
This  world  of  the  super-power  is  a  threat  to  everyone  alive  today, 
any  place.  But  to  us  in  this  country  it  is  also  an  opportunity  and 
a  challenge  for  leadership. 
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DEMOCRACY  AND   DECISION-MAKING 
IN  THE  COMMUNITY 
POWER  STRUCTURE 

Delbert  C.  Miller 

DEMOCRATIC  IDEALS  FOR  COMMUNITY  LIFE 
THE  DEMOCRATIC  WAY  OF  LIFE  HAS  ALWAYS  ENCOURAGED  GREAT 

dreams  and  aspirations.  Perhaps  this  is  the  major  reason  why 
a  dedicated  democratic  society  has  always  risen  to  the  defense 
of  its  way  of  life.  Freedom  implies  not  only  opportunity  but  op- 
tions —  alternate  ways  to  realize  oneself. 

There  is  a  great  American  tradition  which  maintains  that 
the  local  community  is  the  natural  center  for  democratic  ideals. 
This  tradition  was  born  in  the  pioneer  settlement  and  was  rein- 
forced by  the  American  Revolution.  It  can  be  truly  said  we  have 
been  nourished  on  a  basic  distrust  of  all  government.  (It  still 
takes  a  mighty  effort  to  accept  the  policeman  as  our  friend  even 
when  he  is  our  next-door  neighbor!)  We  feel  most  secure  in  a 
government  which  has  only  local  powers.  This  government  we 
can  trust  because  we  think  we  can  control  it.  Moreover,  we  can 
see  and  hear  about  the  results  of  our  decisions  through  primary 
contact.  Here,  we  have  said,  we  can  be  most  free.  Free  to  live  our 
lives  with  a  minimum  of  government  restraint.  Free  to  realize 
our  ideals  with  people  we  live  with  and  know. 

The  case  for  individual  identity  with  the  local  community  is 
based  on  an  intimate  net  of  economic  and  social  ties.  Members 
of  the  community  earn  their  livelihood  within  it  and  perhaps 
own  their  house.  All  of  their  possessions  and  most  of  their  close 
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friends  are  centered  in  the  community.  The  quality  of  their 
children's  schooling  is  dependent  on  decisions  of  local  authority. 
The  opportunities  for  leisure  in  parks,  swimming  pools,  theatres, 
and  golf  courses  are  influenced  by  local  facilities.  Home  is  where 
the  community  is.  The  community  is  workshop,  school,  church, 
and  social  center. 

In  our  democracy,  we  have  pledged  ourself  to  a  noble 
conception  of  man.  He  is  offered  the  right  through  voting  to 
govern  all  matters  which  affect  him.  His  channels  of  power  be- 
gin with  the  freedoms  of  speech,  assembly,  and  religion.  They 
are  extended  through  equal  opportunity  to  information,  jobs, 
schools,  parks,  homes,  swimming  pools,  and  lunch  counters. 
They  include  the  right  to  organize  in  unions,  associations,  and 
clubs.  They  encompass  the  right  to  equal  representation  on  local 
policy-making  boards  as  well  as  the  right  to  run  for  elective  office. 

Some  who  have  believed  that  democracy  led  to  the  pro- 
gressive enrichment  of  all  men  have  dreamed  of  cities  that  would 
nourish  the  life  of  the  whole  man,  cities  that  would  give  high 
value  to  all  the  institutional  activities  so  that  the  structural  face 
of  the  community  itself  would  reflect  a  balanced  conception  of 
the  economic,  political,  educational,  religious,  welfare,  and  re- 
creational activities  of  all  the  constituent  members,  young  and 
old,  rich  and  poor,  white  and  colored. 

Some  have  dreamed  of  cities  of  beauty  incorporating  aesthetic 
principles  of  form  and  order.  There  are  plans  in  books  which 
bring  together  the  accumulated  knowledge  of  architect,  artist, 
and  sociologist.  These  cities  show  careful  study  of  land  use  as 
if  the  placement  of  buildings,  streets,  trees,  and  grass  in  relation 
to  one  another  were  of  high  importance.  Areas  are  carefully  de- 
lineated for  buildings  to  serve  markets,  workshops,  homes, 
churches,  and  recreational  activities.  Subcommunities  are  defined 
as  sociological  units  in  which  there  is  built  both  a  physical  and 
psychological  focus.  Neighborhoods  are  constructed  to  serve  as 
social  units  and  the  topography  of  the  land  is  respected  in  the 
placing  of  streets  and  homes.  Neighborhood  services  are  care- 
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fully  planned  and  located.  Behind  the  plan  is  a  philosophy  of 
primary  group  life.  It  expresses  itself  in  planning  for  optimum 
size  for  social  interaction  and  for  the  efficient  distribution  of 
economic  and  social  services.  The  individuality  of  a  constituent 
community  which  is  an  ordered  assembly  of  neighborhoods  is 
protected  by  a  tree  belt  placed  around  it.  It  contains  many  blind 
streets  to  break  up  traffic  ways  so  that  no  auto  driver  intrudes 
into  a  community  unless  he  has  a  specific  purpose  to  accomplish 
there.  These  dreamers  have  talked  of  a  society  in  which  all  men 
would  have  an  opportunity  to  identify  with  groups  in  which  they 
lived.  Some  have  talked  of  limiting  the  size  of  cities  to  some 
optimum  in  which  democratic  participation  and  control  could 
be  maximized. 

All  of  these  dreams  of  America  are  possible,  if  Americans 
want  them  to  be  realized.  It  is  an  America  in  which  the  local 
community  emerges  as  the  center  of  American  life.  With  few 
exceptions,  there  is  leadership  to  build  such  pride  in  the  effi- 
ciency and  serviceability  of  the  local  community  that  no  leviathan 
state  need  rival  it  in  comparison.  It  seems  feasible  to  entertain 
such  an  aim  while  endorsing  the  need  for  much  state  and  federal 
power  and  support.  It  must  be  remembered  if  power  can  be 
centralized  it  is  equally  possible  to  decentralize  power  back  to 
the  local  community  and  accompany  it  with  richer  resources. 
Perhaps,  it  is  only  the  failure  of  the  dreams  which  makes  us  fear 
this  cannot  be  so.  Certainly  the  dreams  have  been  buffeted  by 
the  impact  of  social  trends.  In  fact,  for  some,  the  community 
aspirations  have  never  arisen,  and  for  others,  the  aspirations 
seem  impossible  of  attainment.  They  have  already  written  off 
the  local  community  as  an  obsolete  unit  lacking  any  meaningful 
relation  to  the  large  decisions  of  war  and  peace,  economic 
progress,  and  social  development.  Let  us  see  why  this  is  so. 

INDICTMENTS  OF  THE  COMMUNITY  AS  A 
SOCIOLOGICAL  UNIT 

There  are  five  major  indictments  of  the  local  community 
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which  charge  it  with  failure  to  function  as  an  effective  political 
and  social  unit.  These  are: 

1 )  It  has  lost  its  social  solidarity. 

2)  It  has  lost  its  identity  as  a  physical  reality. 

3 )  It  has  lost  most  of  its  effective  leaders. 

4)  Its  political  institutions  are  weak. 

5)  The  power  over  community  decisions  rests  with  a  small, 
inner  circle  of  power  leaders  who  operate  outside  of 
official  governing  bodies.  Fear,  pessimism,  and  silence 
dominate  the  community  social  climate. 

Each  of  these  is  a  serious  charge.  Each  will  therefore  be 
carefully  examined. 

Loss  of  Social  Solidarity 

The  disrupting  effects  of  industrialization  can  be  observed 
very  early  in  the  evolution  of  an  agrarian  society  to  an  industrial 
society.  Emile  Durkheim's  writing  at  the  turn  of  the  twentieth 
century  explained  that  these  social  disruptions  were  caused  by 
the  increased 'division  of  labor  which  accompanied  industrializa- 
tion.1 He  said  that  societies  are  not  mere  aggregates  of  people, 
they  are  shared  ways  of  life  characterized  by  social  solidarity. 
Whereas  the  social  solidarity  of  mankind  in  the  past  was  based 
on  such  things  as  kinship,  friendship,  and  such,  in  the  modern 
world  social  solidarity  is  increasingly  based  on  a  division  of 
labor.  This  creates  an  increased  dependence  of  modern  man  on 
his  fellow  man.  Yet  the  division  of  labor  often  creates  the  nega- 
tion of  solidarity.  Occupational  divisions  stimulate  the  forming 
of  splinter  groups,  causing  class  disturbances,  labor  struggles,  and 
various  social  and  industrial  crises.  This  comes  about  because  the 
sources  of  all  such  difficulties  are  in  the  collective  sentiments — 
rules,  regulations,  and  norms — which  are  the  essence  of  society 

1     Emile  Durkheim,  The  Division  of  Labor  in  Society,  translated 
by  George  Simpson  (Glencoe,  Illinois:  The  Free  Press,  1947). 
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and  social  solidarity.  Division  of  labor  prevents  the  rise  of  appro- 
priate norms,  and  anomie  or  normlessness  prevails.  Thus,  in  the 
midst  of  high  functional  interdependences  man's  social  life  be- 
comes more  segmented  in  both  its  economic  and  noneconomic 
spheres.  Karl  Polanyi  in  The  Great  Transformation  accepts  this 
interpretation  and  says  that  the  emerging  market  economy  dis- 
solved society."  It  broke  up  the  family  and  made  people  spiritual- 
ly homeless.  It  pulled  them  off  their  farms  and  their  crafts  and 
herded  them  into  the  city  and  into  the  factories.  It  offered  a 
mechanical  institution  revolving  around  money  prices  for  the 
organic  human  institutions  which  mankind  had  always  known. 
For  thousands  of  years,  markets  had  been  dependent  on  society; 
men  came  first,  money,  second.  The  nineteenth  century  reversed 
this  process  and  linked  all  local  societies  in  a  vast,  international 
market.  Control  over  the  local  economy  was  irretrievably  lost 
and  men  everywhere  became  dependent  on  economic  and  social 
repercussions  emanating  from  distant  parts.  Tensions  explode  in 
disorders,  wars,  and  revolutions.  The  individual  in  our  cities  has 
learned  to  put  down  shallow  roots  and  keep  his  baggage  light. 
William  H.  Whyte  in  The  Organization  Man  describes  the  middle 
management  community,  Park  Forest,  Illinois,  as  a  stopover 
community  for  modern  career  men  whom  he  calls  "transients"3 
—  and  with  good  reason.  In  Park  Forest  about  35  per  cent  of 
the  population  turned  over  annually. 

Charles  H.  Cooley  at  Michigan  also  saw  these  changes  and 
at  the  turn  of  the  twentieth  century  wrote  of  the  changes  oc- 
curring in  social  participation.  He  noted  that  small  primary 
group-life  is  being  replaced  by  the  larger  secondary  group.  Im- 
personal and  formalized  contacts,  varied  but  shallow,  are  re- 
placing the  personal  and  many-sided  group-life  of  an  agrarian 

Karl   Polanyi,    The  Great  Transformation   (New  York:    Far- 
rar  and  Rinehart,  1944). 

3     William  H.  Whyte,  Jr.,  The  Organization  Man,  (New  York: 
Simon  and  Schuster,  1956). 
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society.4  And  Lewis  Mumford  said  that  our  cities  are  emerging 
into  a  megalopolis  stage  where  human  and  social  values  are 
being  lost  under  the  massive  swirls  of  large  populations  and  the 
ever  greater  subordination  of  life  to  the  machines  and  to  the 
threat  of  war.5 

W.  Lloyd  Warner  and  J.  O.  Low  reconstructed  some  of  these 
changes  by  studying  a  shoemaking  plant  in  a  small  300-year-old 
New  England  industrial  town."  In  the  course  of  the  nineteenth 
century  the  economic  life  of  Yankee  City  came  to  be  dominated 
by  one  industry — shoemaking.  Shoemaking  changed  from  a 
hand  craft  based  on  the  family  to  mass  production.  The  job  was 
"deskilled."  Ownership  of  materials,  tools,  and  products  passed 
from  the  family  to  local  owner-managers  and  finally  to  people 
living  outside  of  Yankee  City.  The  market  for  shoes  became 
widened  to  include  the  nation,  then  the  world. 

Two  changes  were  selected  for  more  detailed  examination: 
the  worker's  status  in  the  factory  and  the  community,  and  the 
participation  of  factory  owners  and  managers  in  the  life  of 
Yankee  City.  Mass  production  eliminated  the  skill  hierarchy  in 
which  the  young  had  learned  from  their  elders  ways  of  life  as  well 
as  their  craft,  and  in  which  they  had  found  that  integrity  of 
existence  which  is  called  "security."  Age-grade  status  was  des- 
troyed and  job  security  could  no  longer  be  found  in  the  skill  of 
the  workman:  only  a  union  appeared  to  be  a  defense  against  the 
brutal  consequences  of  industrialization. 

As  long  as  the  factories  were  owned  and  managed  by  resi- 
dents of  Yankee  City,  they  were  in  many  ways  subject  to  local 
control.  The  owners,  managers,  and  financiers  were  recognized 
leaders  in  the  community  and  participated  in  all  its  affairs.  These 
men  were  imbued  with  local  sentiments  which  moved  them,  for 

4  Charles  H.  Cooley,  Social  Organization  (New  York:  Charles 
Scribners,  1900). 

5  Lewis  Mumford,  The  Culture  of  Cities  (New  York:  Harcourt, 
Brace,   1938),  pp.  223-99. 

6  W.  Lloyd  Warner  and  J.  O.  Low,  The  Social  System  of  the 
Modern  Factory  (New  Haven:  Yale  University  Press,  1947). 
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instance,  "to  take  care  of  their  own  people."  With  the  transfer 
of  ownership  to  "outsiders,"  living  elsewhere,  most  <>l  these  local 
ties  snapped.  The  workers  lost  contact  with  their  employers. 
People  in  the  highest  social  positions  in  the  community  were 
isolated  from  the  community's  main  industry.  Then  in  the  depths 
of  the  Great  Depression  of  the  1  930's  the  shoe  workers  of  Yankee 
City,  to  the  very  last  man,  went  out  on  strike — a  completely  un- 
precedented and  unexpected  happening.  Thus  did  the  market 
economy  burst  upon  Yankee  City  as  it  has  upon  so  many  other 
American  communities.  Social  solidarity  was  weakened  as  anomk 
became  more  prevalent.  This  is  coupled  with  a  second  indict- 
ment. 

Loss  of  Physical  Identity 

The  community  has  generally  connoted  people  living  in  one 
locality  or  region  under  the  same  culture  and  having  some  com- 
mon geographical  focus  for  their  major  activities.  Such  a  com- 
munity had  recognizable  boundaries  which  delineated  activities 
inside  and  bounded  them  at  the  perimeter  where  rural  life  began. 
Today  the  average  community  may  be  marked  by  sprawl  within 
and  vast  layers  of  suburbanization  and  rural-urban  fringes  out- 
side. All  of  this  is  tied  into  such  great  networks  of  rapid  com 
munication  and  transportation  that  the  community  emerges  more 
like  a  node  in  a  vast  world  market.  Graham  Wallas  in  The 
Great  Society  writes  of  one  industrial  community: 

The  whole  of  Bromstead  ...  is  a  dull,  useless  boiling-up  of 
human  activities,  an  immense  cluttering  of  futilities.  .  .  . 
It  is  as  unfinished  as  ever;  the  builders'  roads  still  run  out  and 
end  in  mid-field  in  their  old  fashion;  the  various  enterprise-, 
jumble  in  the  same  hopeless  contradiction — if  anything 
intensified.  Pretentious  villas  jostle  slums,  and  sculleries 
gape  towards  the  railway,  their  yards  hung  with  tattered 
washing  unashamed;  and  there  seem  to  be  more  billboards 
by  the  railway  every  time  I  pass,  advertising  pills  and  pickles, 
tonics  and  condiments,  and  such  like  solicitudes  of  a  people 


31 


POWER  AND  DEMOCRACY  IN  AMERICA 

with  no  natural  health  or  appetite  left  in  them.7 
Sprawl  is  more  than  an  aesthetic  problem.  It  indicates  that 
the  individuality  of  constituent  neighborhoods  and  subcom- 
munities  has  been  weakened  or  destroyed.  And  at  the  boun- 
daries of  the  central  city  a  new  phenomenon  may  be  observed. 
There  is  no  rural  landscape.  In  its  stead  appear  vast  clumps  of 
suburbs,  satellite  cities,  crossroad  markets,  factories,  and  rural- 
urban  fringe  developments.8  During  the  last  twenty  years,  the 
growth  of  population  has  been  much  more  rapid  outside  of  the 
central  city  than  within.  In  Suburbia  live  one  third  of  the 
nation,  roughly  60  million  people,  who  represent  every  patch 
of  democracy's  handstitched  quilt,  every  economic  layer,  every 
laboring  and  professional  pursuit  in  the  country.  No  wonder  it 
has  been  written  that  Suburbia  in  the  1960's  is  the  grass  roots  of 
the  United  States.  It  is,  as  Max  Lerner  has  put  it,  "the  focus  of 
most  of  the  forces  that  are  remaking  American  life  today." 
Humorist-Exurbanite  James  Thurber  has  observed  the  steady 
spread  of  Suburbia  and  says,  "this  country  will  be  called  the 
United  Cities  of  America,  one  suburb  will  pile  into  another  until 
in  New  York  State  there'll  only  be  Albany  and  New  York  City; 
and  they  can  really  fight  it  out  in  the  streets.  If  they  start  shovel- 
ing in  San  Diego,  buildings  will  tumble  in  Bangor."  This  move- 
ment to  Suburbia  has  repercussions  on  urban  leadership  and  leads 
to  the  third  indictment. 

Loss  of  Devoted  Leadership 

What  Suburbia  gains,  the  city  often  loses.  A  highly  qualified 
potential  community  leader  who  rushes  from  his  office  or  plant 
to  catch  the  5:30  train  for  Westchester,  Silver  Springs,  or  Park 
Forest  is  not  likely  to  come  back  to  the  central  city  for  an  evening 
meeting  of  some  voluntary  group.  His  new  allegiance  is  trans- 

7  Graham  Wallas.  The  Great  Societx  (New  York:   Macmillan, 
1917),  pp.  6-7. 

8  The    Suburban    Community,    edited    by    William    Dobriner 
(New  York:  G.  P.  Putnam's  Sons.   1958). 
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ferred  or  at  least  split  as  the  suburban  home  community  claims 
his  attention.  Research  shows  that  those  Top  [nfluentials  who 
have  remained  active  in  the  central  city  are  moving  increasingly 
to  the  suburbs.  Spot  maps  show  an  almost  complete  exodus  for 
business  and  professional  leaders.  Only  two  exceptions  may  be 
noted.  Labor  leaders  and  ministers  seem  to  maintain  residences 
in  the  central  city.  Labor  leaders  remain  because  they  are  often 
of  lower  income  status  and  perhaps  believe  they  should  live  close 
to  their  industrial  constituents.  Ministers  often  occupy  parish 
houses  provided  by  the  church.  But  for  these  two  exceptions  the 
daily  march  is  back  to  the  ranch  house  in  the  hills,  with  week- 
end retreats  away  from  the  workshop  that  is  the  city.  It  is  alleged 
that  suburbanites  live  like  parasites  on  the  city,  taking  away  from 
it  wealth  and  services  but  giving  back  to  it  less  and  less  in  the 
way  of  support  and  leadership.  Leaders  used  to  live  in  the  city 
and  breathe  its  very  problems.  Now  riding  in  their  autos,  taxis, 
buses,  and  trains,  they  glide  in  and  out  like  men  in  a  culture 
bubble  protected  from  the  sprawling  industrial  landscape  and  its 
problems. 

It  is  the  problems  of  the  suburban  community  and  problems 
down  at  the  office  of  city  workshops  which  engage  them.  But 
problems  of  the  larger  city  fall  into  the  only  hands  left  to  deal 
with  them.  This  trend  is  further  complicated  by  other  develop- 
ments. The  growth  of  the  corporation  with  its  absentee  ownership 
has  brought  the  salaried  manager  into  business  control  and 
prestige.  For  this  he  has  been  asked  by  many  corporate  directors 
to  pay  a  price  by  conforming  to  a  prescribed  community  role. 

Pellegrin  and  Coates  have  shown  that  absentee-owned  cor- 
porations play  a  vital  role  in  civic  affairs  within  Bigtown,  a 
Southern  city  of  approximately  200,000.*  This  city  has  had  a 
meteoric  growth  based  on  the  new  industrial  plants  which  were 
built  by  absentee-owned  corporations.  Community  projects  are 

■  Roland  J.  Pellegrin  and  Charles  H.  Coatee,  'Absentee-Owned 
Corporations  and  Communitv  Power  Structure,"  American  Journal 
of  Sociology,  March,  1956,  pp.  413-19. 
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usually  doomed  if  they  lack  the  approval  of  these  new  corpora- 
tions. Top  executives  communicate  with  one  another  informally 
and  arrive  at  agreement  on  matters  of  policy.  The  executives  of 
each  corporation  are  then  informed  of  the  decision,  making  it 
possible  for  given  community  projects  to  be  supported  or  vetoed 
by  united  action. 

Typically,  the  absentee-owned  corporation  has  a  list  of  execu- 
tives eligible  for  membership  in  power-wielding  civic  organiza- 
tions. Community  leaders  expect  the  corporations  to  provide 
civic  leadership  commensurate  with  their  size,  and  the  corpor- 
ation expects  adequate  representation  in  all  groups  which  chart 
the  course  of  community  affairs.  Executives  are  expected  to  serve 
in  selected  civic  posts  as  part  of  their  job.  An  executive  gets  a 
clearance  from  his  superior  permitting  him  to  serve.  The  re- 
searchers report  that  one  interviewee  told  them: 

Only  a  man  who  is  naive  would  accept  invitations  to 
participate  in  important  community  affairs  without  the  bless- 
ings of  Mr.  A.,  the  top  executive  of  our  company.  For  a  man 
to  ignore  the  usual  procedure  for  getting  clearance,  he'd 
either  have  to  be  unconcerned  about  his  career  or  be  a 
complete  ass.  In  fact,  in  my  company,  executives  at  any  level 
have  to  clear  all  their  organizational  memberships  with  top 
management.10 

It  has  been  pointed  out  that  the  executive  depends  for  his 
career  advancement  upon  his  superiors  rather  than  upon  local 
individuals  or  institutions,  and  hence  he  is  much  more  concerned 
with  the  affairs  of  the  corporation  than  he  is  with  those  of  the 
community. 

Pellegrin  and  Coates  affirm  this  to  be  true  of  the  absentee- 
owned  corporation  executives  in  Bigtown  but  list  other  motives 
for  civic  activity  such  as  altruism,  desire  for  power  and  feeling 
of  respect  gained  in  community  participation,  and  a  sense  of 
personal  independence  not  possible  inside  the  corporation. 

10     Ibid.,  p.  417. 
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Another  researcher  in  a  small  midwestern  industrial  com- 
munity of  some  20,000  inhabitants  has  reported  that  there  has 
been  a  withdrawal  of  the  most  important  economic  leaders  from 
participation  in  community  affairs.11  He  believes  this  to  be  re- 
lated to  three  social  factors:  (a)  the  establishment  by  a  growing 
number  of  locally-owned  industrial  units  of  direct  supplier  re- 
lationships with  a  small  number  of  large,  non-local  manufactur- 
ing plants;  (b)  the  subsequent  introduction  into  the  local  economic 
system  of  an  increasing  number  of  branch  plants  of  large,  ab- 
sentee corporations;  and  (c)  the  concomitant  dissolution  of  the 
extensive  networks  of  interlocking  directorates  and  officerships 
which  had  formerly  served  to  link  significant  numbers  of  local 
economic  dominants  within  the  community.  As  the  top  economic 
leaders,  and  especially  those  representing  the  growing  number 
of  large,  absentee -owned  corporations,  have  withdrawn  from 
community  affairs,  the  overt  direction  of  the  political  and  civic 
life  of  the  community  has  passed  almost  wholly  into  the  hands  of 
a  group  of  middle-class  business  and  professional  men,  almost 
none  of  whom  occupies  a  position  of  economic  dominance.  The 
absentee-owned  corporations  are  taking  a  "hands  off"  position 
with  regard  to  local  political  decision  making.  The  corporations 
are  interested  in  "making  friends"  but  "getting  involved"  is  re- 
garded as  inconsonant.  Meaningful  participation  in  the  decision- 
making processes  of  a  community  is  mainly  regarded  as  entailing 
risks  of  alienation  to  their  operation  and  to  their  positions  in  the 
larger  social  system— risks  which  could  not  be  offset  by  any 
palpable  advantages  through  playing  significant  roles  in  the  local 
power  structure. 

A  study  of  an  Ohio  town  has  corroborated  a  number  of  these 
trends.  Rossi  reports  that  the  absentee  manager  appears  to  be 
motivated  to  participate  in  local  affairs  mainly  through  corpor- 
ation pressures;  his  role,  however,  is  defined  as  "get  involved  but 

11  Robert  O.  Schulze,  "The  Role  of  Economic  Dominants  in 
Community  Power  Structure,"  American  Sociological  Review, 
February,  1958,  pp.  3-9. 
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at  no  risk  to  the  company."12  Above  all,  the  executive  is  not 
supposed  to  lose — "losing"  being  defined  as  arousing  or  be- 
coming enmeshed  in  controversy.  The  pressures,  therefore,  in- 
duce managers  toward  "safe"  activities  which  demonstrate  cor- 
porate and  individual  good  fellowship.  Participation  is  required, 
but  not  leadership.  Local  leaders  and  politicians  are  placed  in 
an  anomalous  position.  Most  of  them  are  aware  of  the  lack  of 
real  interest  on  the  part  of  the  absentee  executives  and  are 
frustrated  in  their  attempts  to  get  them  involved.  On  the  other 
hand,  local  politicians  with  outside  connections  are  in  a  position 
to  cause  embarrassment  and  trouble  for  absentee  corporation 
managers.  This  merely  adds  up  to  yet  another  reason  why  the 
latter  executives  avoid  community  involvement. 

Tolerance  of  Weak  Political  Institutions 

Peter  Rossi  says,  "a  separation  between  local  government  and 
the  local  elites  of  wealth,  intellect  and  status  has  become  firmly 
entrenched  on  the  local  scene.  The  local  echelons  of  the  party 
organizations  and  the  elective  offices  of  municipal,  county  and 
even  state  governments  are  manned  by  persons  whose  social 
positions  are  often  many  levels  below  the  denizens  of  the  Country 
Club,  Rotary  Club  and  the  Chamber  of  Commerce.  The  city 
fathers  and  the  county  commissioners  are  recruited,  at  best,  from 
among  local  lawyers  of  somewhat  uncertain  income  and  mis- 
cellaneous clientele,  and  more  likely  from  among  small  pro- 
prietors and  professional  politicians.  Money,  status  and  intellect 
seem  in  one  place  and  political  control  in  another.  Such  anom- 
alies lead  to  the  hypothesis  that  things  are  really  not  what  they 
seem  and  that  somewhere  there  are  strings  which  exist  by  means 
of  which  local  government  is  guided  from  without. 

"How  things  'get  done'  has  therefore  become  more  and  more 
problematical  as  the  lack  of  articulation  grows  between  the 

12     Peter    H.    Rossi,    "Report    to    Harvard    Community    Power 
Structure  Conference,"  Cambridge,  Mass.,  April  26-27,  1958. 
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political  elite  and  the  industrial,  commercial,  and  professional 
elites,  Rossi  finds  it  hard  to  believe  that  a  corner  grocer  elected 
mayor  can  govern  independently  in  a  modern  industrial  com- 
munity. He  may  have  authority,  but  how  can  he  withstand  the 
influence  of  local  business  elite?  Rossi  perceives  "a  seeming 
mushiness  to  the  decision-making  process  on  the  local  scene, 
an  ambiguity  of  structure  which  is  hard  to  tolerate.  So  much 
appears  on  the  surface  to  be  haphazard,  idiosyncratic,  and 
unique  that  it  is  both  hard  to  believe  and  hard  to  study."13 

Power-Centers  Outside  Government 

Floyd  Hunter  reports  on  his  study  of  Regional  City  that  there 
is  a  power  hierarchy  and  at  the  top  a  group  of  policy-makers. 
"These  men  are  drawn  largely  from  the  businessmen's  class.  They 
form  cliques  or  crowds,  as  the  term  is  more  often  used  in  the 
community,  which  formulate  policy."14 

He  then  generalizes  to  say,  "fear,  pessimism,  and  silence  are 
three  elements  in  the  behavior  of  individuals  with  which  any 
community  organizer,  or  social  analyst,  must  deal.  .  .  .  Expres- 
sions of  fear  in  community  life  are  prevalent  among  the  top 
leaders.  Pessimism  is  manifested  among  the  professionals,  and 
silence  is  found  in  the  mass  of  the  citizenry  in  Regional  City."15 
He  explains  that  fear  is  manifest  in  a  cautious  approach  to  any 
new  issue  which  may  arise  and  is  apparently  rooted  in  the  feeling 
that  any  change  in  the  existing  relations  of  power  and  decision 
in  the  community  would  be  disastrous  for  those  who  now  hold 
power.  Even  opening  of  channels  of  communication  is  frowned 
upon  by  control  leaders  lest  undesirable  elements  may  be  brought 
into  the  policy-making  situation.  The  fear  is  strongly  experienced 
in  reference  to  the  growing  power  of  the  Negro  group.  A  kind  of 

13  Peter  H.  Rossi,  "The  Study  of  Decision-Making  in  the  Local 
Community."  Mimeo,  University  of  Chicago.  August,  1957.  pp.  4-5. 

14  Floyd   Hunter,   Community   Power  Structure   (Chapel   Hill: 
University  of  North  Carolina  Press,  1953),  p.  113. 

13     Ibid.,  p.  228. 
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"trickle-down"  theory  of  power  is  applied  by  relying  on  dominant 
figures  to  sanction  policy. 

The  professional  workers  in  the  planning  and  social  agencies 
are  especially  susceptible  to  moods  of  pessimism.  They  are  em- 
ployed by  and  subordinated  to  the  upper  structure  of  power 
whose  interests  they  are  supposed  to  represent,  yet  in  most  cases 
they  work  with  underprivileged  persons.  To  make  the  needs  of 
their  clients  known  is  difficult.  The  professional  is  isolated  from 
the  upper  reaches  of  power  and  he  feels  that  no  professional  per- 
son may  be  critical  of  many  power  decisions  without  incurring 
an  attack  damaging  to  his  career  in  the  community. 

The  bulk  of  the  population  in  Regional  City  is  silent  because 
there  is  almost  no  way  to  have  a  voice  in  policy  making  outside 
of  their  right  to  vote  for  city  officials.  But  important  policy  is 
made  outside  of  the  official  governing  bodies.  To  have  a  signifi- 
cant voice  one  must  reach  the  unofficial  power-structure.  Partici- 
pation in  many  of  the  organizations  in  Regional  City  would  mere- 
ly give  the  individual  a  social  experience  of  being  with  his  fellows. 
Many  groups  are  not  "political"  in  nature  and  have  no  influence 
in  community,  decision-making.  Many  groups  exist  to  maintain 
the  status  quo.  The  road  into  the  power-structure  is  open  but  is 
hedged  with  numerous  barriers. 

These  five  indictments  have  been  presented  for  evaluation. 
If  they  are  proved  true  or  even  partially  so,  democratic  function- 
ing in  the  local  community  must  be  accepted  as  an  unfinished 
business  of  serious  gravity.  We  must  now  turn  to  the  available 
knowledge  of  community  power-structures. 

THE  COMMUNITY  POWER-STRUCTURE 
The  community  power-structure  refers  to  the  Key  Influentials, 
the  Top  Influentials,  the  community  power-complex,  and  all 
those  parts  of  the  institutionalized  power-structure  of  the  com- 
munity which  come  into  play  when  activated  by  a  community 
concern.16 

16     William  H.  Form  and  Delbert  C.  Miller,  Industry,  Labor,  and 
Community  (New  York:  Harpers,  1960),  pp.  437-48. 
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Components  of  Community  Power-Structure 

In  order  to  appreciate  the  full  range  of  community  power, 
five  of  its  components  must  be  taken  into  account.  Each  of  these 
components  will  be  first  briefly  defined  and  later  elaborated. 

1 )  The  institutionalized  power-structure  of  the  society  refers 
to  the  relative  distribution  of  power  among  societal  institutions. 

2)  The  institutionalized  power-structure  of  the  community 
refers  to  the  relative  distribution  of  power  among  local  institu- 
tions. 

3)  The  community  power-complex  is  composed  of  per- 
manent or  temporary  organizations,  special  interest  associations, 
and  informal  groups  which  act  in  matters  of  general  community 
concern  and  which  are  not  normally  handled  by  the  functioning 
of  local  institutions. 

4)  The  term  top  influent ials  refers  to  a  number  of  influen- 
tial persons  from  whom  particular  decision-makers  are  drawn 
into  various  systems  of  power  relations  according  to  the  com- 
munity issues  or  projects  that  arise. 

5)  The  term  key  influential  refers  to  the  acknowledged 
sociometric  leaders  among  the  top  influentials  in  given  issues. 

These  components,  as  diagrammed  in  Figure  1,  range  from 
general  diffuse  conditioning  sources  of  control  to  concrete  forces 
exerted  in  specific  community  issues. 

Each  component  beginning  with  the  first  may  be  thought  of 
as  successively  conditioning  the  following  component.  However, 
the  five  components  must  not  be  thought  of  as  a  single  integrated 
social  structure,  but  rather  as  a  number  of  interpenetrating 
categories  which  can  sensitize  the  observer  to  the  wide  sources  of 
influence  exerted  generally  and  specifically. 
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Key  Influential 

+ 
Top  Influential 

+ 

Community  Power 
Complex 

+ 
Institutionalized  Power-Structure  of  the  Community 

+ 
Institutionalized  Power-Structure  of  Society 

Figure  1.  The  five  components  of  Community  Power-Structure. 

Institutionalized  Power-Structure  of  Society 

Properly  speaking  the  Institutionalized  Power-Structure  of 
Society  is  not  a  community  component  of  power.  Yet  it  is  neces- 
sary to  refer  to  it  because  all  communities  are  tied  into  the 
broader  society.  In  the  long  run  there  is  a  strain  for  local  in- 
stitutional relations  to  approximate  those  of  the  broader  society. 
In  American  society  the  national  power  of  business,  labor,  and 
government  provides  a  distinctive  umbrella  of  power  over  local 
communities. 

Institutionalized  Power-Structure  of  the  Community 

The  Institutionalized  Power-Structure  of  the  Community  is 
a  relatively  permanent  distribution  of  institutional  power  which 
directly  conditions  the  exercise  of  community  power. 

The  Institutionalized  Power-Structure  of  the  Community 
must  not  be  thought  of  as  a  crude  ranking  of  the  power  held  by 
each  institution,  because  each  institution  in  a  sense  has  most 
power  in  its  particular  arena,  and  because  reciprocal  rather  than 
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hierarchical  relations  characterize  institutional  life.  Rather  the 
Institutionalized  Power-Structure  of  the  Community  should  be 
thought  of  as  a  latent  pattern  of  power  relations  which  reflects  the 
relative  importance  of  the  values  attached  to  institutional  func- 
tions in  the  society,  the  relative  material  resources  of  the  institu- 
tions, the  relative  effectiveness  of  their  sanctions,  and  their  rela- 
tive ability  to  initiate  societal  changes. 

There  may  be  local  variations  where  educators  dominate 
business,  local  government,  newspaper  policy,  education,  wel- 
fare and  even  religion.  This  may  be  the  case  in  small  com- 
munities where  the  university  is  the  largest  employer.  In  other 
communities,  religion  may  occupy  a  relatively  more  dominant 
role.  Such  appears  to  be  the  case  in  Rimrock,  New  Mexico.  Vogt 
and  O'Dea  compared  this  community  with  Homestead,  Texas. 
Both  communities  differed  primarily  because  of  the  importance 
of  the  Mormon  Church  in  Rimrock.  Rimrock's  original  develop- 
ment was  possible  because  a  water  association  was  informally 
developed  around  and  within  the  church.  After  World  War  II 
returning  veterans  had  to  choose  between  underemployment  or 
leaving  the  community.  Land  was  bought  for  the  veterans  through 
funds  borrowed  from  the  Church  Welfare  Plan  Agency.  In  an- 
other situation,  the  villagers,  acting  through  the  church  organiza- 
tion, decided  to  have  the  town's  streets  gravelled.  The  plan  to 
build  a  high-school  gymnasium  was  discussed  in  a  Sunday  priest- 
hood meeting  at  the  church.  Arrangements  were  made  for  each 
able-bodied  man  to  contribute  50  hours  of  labor  or  $50  for 
construction.  Weekly  dances  are  held  as  part  of  the  general 
church  recreation  program  of  the  community. 

Obviously,  domination  of  community  institutions  by  the 
church  or  another  institution  is  almost  impossible  in  larger 
cities  in  the  U.S.  However,  the  domination  of  the  economic  in- 
stitution may  be  blunted  by  the  presence  of  large  groups  whose 
values  are  strongly  expressed  by  noneconomic  institutions  such 
as  government,  education,  welfare,  or  religion.  One  way  in 
which  the  relative  dominance  of  institutions  is  reflected  is  in  the 
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number  of  institutional  elite  representatives  which  arise  in  com- 
munity organizations. 

Community  Power-Complex 

The  Community  Power-Complex  refers  to  a  power  arrange- 
ment among  the  temporary  or  permanent  organizations,  special- 
interest  associations,  and  informal  groups  emerging  when  they 
act  in  specific  projects  or  issues.  These  projects  and  issues  are 
usually  those  not  handled  by  the  functioning  of  local  institutions. 
In  the  day-to-day  functioning  of  the  community  many  groups 
want  to  sponsor  certain  community  projects.  Some  succeed  with 
no  apparent  opposition.  Most  of  the  attempts  do  not  gain  com- 
munity acceptance  because  not  enough  interest  develops  for 
them,  or  because  they  are  quietly  vetoed  by  a  powerful  organiza- 
tion, or  because  they  are  absorbed  as  a  project  by  a  specific 
association.  Occasionally,  however,  groups  succeed  in  establish- 
ing their  projects,  despite  furious  resistance  by  other  groups.  The 
continuous  process  of  sponsoring  projects,  developing  issues, 
gaining  support,  and  marshalling  opposition  for  local  projects 
and  issues  has  relevance  for  the  distribution  of  community 
power. 

The  Community  Power-Complex,  unlike  the  Institutionalized 
Power-Structure  of  the  Community,  is  issue-relevant  in  an  action 
context.  It  is  an  emergent  organization  which  arises  out  of  the 
interaction  of  concrete  organizations  in  specific  situations.  It  re- 
presents a  major  source  of  fluidity  in  the  community  power- 
structure.  In  specific  projects  or  issues  the  power-arrangements 
among  the  organizations  may  deviate  considerably  from  that  of 
the  Institutionalized  Power-Structure  of  the  Community,  especi- 
ally for  low-level  issues  or  projects.  In  high-level  issues  involving 
the  entire  community,  the  internal  power-arrangement  of  the 
Community  Power-Complex  tends  to  approximate  that  of  the 
Institutionalized  Power-Structure  of  the  Community. 

The  factors  preventing  a  simple  transformation  of  the  In- 
stitutionalized   Power-Structure    of   the    Community    into    the 
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Community  Power-Complex  in  concrete  issues  are  many.  In  the 
first  place,  specific  issues  may  not  involve  the  interests  of  many 
associations  in  several  of  the  local  institutions.  Secondly,  al- 
though an  issue  may  affect  the  interest  of  an  organization  its 
leaders  may  be  unaware  of  it,  or  if  aware,  not  moved  to  act. 
More  important,  many  organizations  such  as  the  Chamber  of 
Commerce,  Parent-Teacher  Association,  and  American  Legion, 
are  internally  very  heterogeneous,  so  that  their  members  may  be 
split  on  whether  the  organization  should  enter  into  a  fray  and 
what  positions  it  should  take.  Fourth,  people  play  multiple  roles, 
so  that  several  organizations  to  which  they  belong  might  take  con- 
trary positions  on  a  single  local  issue.  For  these  and  other  reasons, 
it  is  best  to  view  the  Community  Power-Complex  as  a  field  of 
forces  which  will  be  resolved  in  a  given  direction,  once  the 
participants  and  their  characteristics  are  known. 

Top  Influential 

The  term  Top  Influential  refers  to  a  number  of  influential 
persons  from  whom  particular  decision-makers  are  drawn  into 
various  systems  of  power-relations  according  to  the  community 
issues  and  projects  that  arise.  Often,  the  Top  Influential  are  also 
heads  of  business  firms,  labor  unions,  institutional  elite  represent- 
atives, and  officials  of  powerful  associations  in  the  Community 
Power-Complex.  However,  people  in  such  positions,  high 
"society"  leaders  and  other  leaders  are  not  necessarily  in  the  Top 
Influential  pool.  Rather,  the  Top  Influential  are  composed  of  in- 
fluential persons  who  have  been  actively  interested  and  involved 
in  community  issues  and  projects  in  the  past.  As  will  be  demon- 
strated later,  they  do  not  necessarily  form  an  integrated  social 
system,  but  rather  potential  decision-makers  or  project  leaders, 
who  have  demonstrated  by  their  past  activities  a  concern  for 
community  problems,  the  ability  to  initiate  organization  in  com- 
munity affairs  and  the  capacity  to  influence  the  direction  of 
policy  of  the  associations  to  which  they  belong  and  the  policies 
of  community-wide  organizations.  They  also  have  the  power  to 
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veto  a  threatening  action  on  the  part  of  others. 

The  Key  Influential 

The  Key  Influentials  are  significant  because  they  are  the  ac- 
knowledged leaders  of  the  Top  Influentials.  As  such  they  exer- 
cise great  influence  either  in  initiating  or  sanctioning  a  project 
or  issue.  Veto  power  can  be  especially  significant  in  their  hands. 
Research  has  indicated  that  a  "no"  from  a  Key  Influential  could 
often  stop  a  project  before  it  got  started. 

Two  questions  seem  especially  crucial  to  ask  about  the  com- 
munity power-structures  in  our  communities:  Do  businessmen 
dominate  community  power-structures  in  American  commun- 
ities? Do  key  influentials  influence  policy-making  by  acting  in 
concert  through  cliques? 

My  own  research  has  been  directed  at  these  questions  and 
I  should  like  to  report  the  findings.  Floyd  Hunter  reports  from 
his  Regional  City  study  that  businessmen  do  dominate  policy- 
making by  utilizing  a  closed-clique  structure  in  which  each  clique 
has  a  leader.  The  question  arises  as  to  the  prevalence  of  this 
form  of  domination.  To  make  one  test  I  fashioned  a  research 
design  which  would  compare  two  cities  with  Regional  City.17 
I  selected  a  city  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  one  in  the  South- 
west of  England.  Each  city,  Regional,  Pacific,  and  English, 
has  a  similar  population  of  about  400,000;  they  have  similar 
economies  and  possess  many  common  social  and  cultural  fea- 
tures. I  followed  closely  the  research  methods  of  Floyd  Hunter 
to  insure  close  comparability  of  results  obtained.  I  sought  an 
answer  to  the  question,  "Do  businessmen  dominate  community 
decision-making?"  The  following  steps  in  the  method  were 
taken: 

1 )  Lists  of  leaders  were  secured  from  organizations  and  in- 
formants in  nine  institutional  sectors:  (a)  business  and  finance, 
(b)  education,  (c)  religion,  (d)  society  and  wealth,  (e)  political 

17     Ibid.,  pp.  589-97. 
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and  governmental  organization,  (/)  labor,  (g)  independent 
professions,  (h)  cultural  (aesthetic)  institutions,  and  (/)  social 
service.  The  initial  lists  included  a  total  of  312  names  in  Pacific 
City  and  278  in  English  City. 

2 )  Ten  expert  panel  raters  were  selected  on  the  basis  of  the 
following  qualifications:  (a)  knowledge  of  the  leaders  in  one 
institutional  sector  with  special  thoroughness,  (b)  broad  knowl- 
edge of  the  community,  (c)  many  contacts  with  Top  Influential 
but  not  themselves  Key  Influential.  Raters  meeting  these  quali- 
fications are  commonly  found  among  public  relations  officials, 
newspaper  reporters,  and  some  government  officials.  Raters 
were  asked  to  designate  each  person  as  most  influential,  in- 
fluential, or  less  influential  on  the  specific  criterion:  "Person 
participates  actively  either  in  supporting  or  initiating  policy 
decisions  which  have  the  most  effect  on  the  community."  Those 
nominated  most  frequently  as  most  influential  were  selected  for 
interviewing. 

3)  Personal  interviews  were  held  with  a  50  per  cent  stratified 
random  sample  of  44  Top  Influential  in  Pacific  City  and  32  Top 
Influential  in  English  City.  The  sample  had  been  stratified  ac- 
cording to  the  nine  institutional  sectors  enumerated  above,  and 
corresponding  proportions  of  leaders  from  each  sector  were  in- 
terviewed. During  the  interview  each  Top  Influential  was  asked 
the  following  question:  "If  you  were  responsible  for  a  major 
project  which  was  before  the  community  that  required  decision 
by  a  group  of  leaders — leaders  that  nearly  everyone  would 
accept — which  ten  on  this  list  would  you  choose,  regardless  of 
whether  they  are  known  personally  to  you  or  not?  Add  other 
names  if  you  wish." 

4)  Each  respondent  was  asked  to  check  a  social  acquaint- 
ance scale  for  each  Top  Influential  by  don't  know,  heard  of, 
know  slightly,  know  well,  know  socially  (exchange  home  visits). 
He  was  also  asked  to  check  each  Top  Influential  with  whom  he 
had  worked  on  committees  during  the  past  two  years. 

5)  The  interview  included  questions  on  current  issues,  role 
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played  by  respondent,  persons  and  organizations  that  worked  for 
and  against  issues.  Ratings  were  also  secured  of  influential  or- 
ganizations and  associations  in  the  community.  The  interview 
concluded  with  the  question:  "There  are  several  crowds  in 
(Pacific  City)  that  work  together  and  pretty  much  make  the 
big  decisions.  Is  this  true  or  false?"  The  responses  were  probed. 
The  results  may  be  observed  in  Table  1.  Table  1  shows  the 
institutional  affiliation  of  the  Top  Influentials  selected  by  the 
panels  in  the  three  cities.  Business  has  the  largest  representation 
among  the  Top  Influentials  but  there  is  a  considerable  spread 
over  the  other  institutional  sectors.  A  chi  square  test  applied  to 
the  frequency  distribution  in  the  three  cities  failed  to  reveal  any 
significant  variation  in  the  panel  selections.  However,  a  different 
pattern  emerged  when  the  Key  Influentials  were  selected  by  the 
Top  Influentials  themselves. 

Table  1.  Top  Influentials  By  Institutional  Affiliation  As  Selected 
By  Expert  Citizen  Panels 

Institutional  Pacific  City     English  City     Regional  City 

Affiliation  (N=44)  (N=32)  (N=40) 

Per  cent  Per  cent  Per  cent 

Business  33  34  58 

Labor  14  19  5 

Education  10  9  5 

Government  17  9  5 

Independent  professions*  12  13  15 

Religion  7  9  0 

Society  and  wealth  0  7  12 
Social  welfare  and  cultural 

leaders   (combined)  7  0  0 

Total  100  100  100 

*  Hunter  says  that  both  of  the  lawyers  in  Regional  City  are  cor- 
poration lawyers.  I  have  been  inclined  to  classify  them  as  part  of 
the  business  representation,  but  I  have  not  because  they  are  lawyers 
of  independent  law  firms.  Lawyers  are  classified  under  independent 
professions  unless  they  were  reported  as  salaried  employees  in  a 
business  firm. 
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The  Key  Influentials  are  a  significant  feature  of  any  com- 
munity power-structure  for  they  are  the  sociometric  leaders.  The 
initiation  and  sanction  of  policy  tends  to  be  centered  about  them 
so  that  they  may  greatly  influence  the  values  which  dominate  in 
decision-making.  The  Key  Influentials  are  those  persons  who 
were  most  often  chosen  by  the  Top  Influentials  as  the  leaders 
they  would  want  if  they  were  responsible  for  a  major  project  be- 
fore the  community  and  they  were  seeking  leaders  nearly  every- 
one would  accept. 

The  twelve  influentials  with  the  highest  sociometric  choice 
status  for  the  three  cities  are  shown  in  Table  2. 

In  Pacific  City  and  Regional  City  of  the  United  States, 
business  representation  predominates  among  the  Key  Influentials. 
A  comparison  of  the  proportions  of  business  representation  with- 
in the  Top  Influentials  (Table  1)  and  the  business  representa- 
tion within  the  Key  Influentials  (Table  2)  reveals  that  the  Top 
Influentials  chose  businessmen  more  frequently  as  Key  In- 
fluentials, in  the  two  American  cities.  In  contrast,  English  City 
retains  a  representation  of  business  among  its  Key  Influentials 
(25  per  cent)  that  corresponds  closely  to  the  business  repre- 
sentation among  its  Top  Influentials  (34  per  cent).  Moreover, 
English  City  reveals  a  more  even  representation  from  the  various 
institutional  sectors  of  the  community  among  its  Key  Influentials. 

This  marked  difference  between  the  American  cities  and 
English  City  raises  questions  about  community  organization. 
Why  should  two  labor  leaders  be  among  the  outstanding  leaders 
in  English  City  while  not  one  labor  leader  appears  among  the 
Key  Influentials  of  the  two  American  cities?  These  and  other 
questions  will  be  explored  later  when  the  findings  of  further 
analysis  have  been  presented. 

Evidence  for  the  influence  of  the  Key  Influentials  was  sought 
by  establishing  measures  of  actual  behavior  for  all  the  Top  In- 
fluentials. These  measures  included  the  activity  of  Top  Influen- 
tials in  committee  work  as  reported  in  the  newspapers  over  a 
two-year  period,   and  by  their  own   statements  of  committee 
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participation.  Likewise,  we  sought  evidence  of  their  activity  as 
spokesmen  in  community  life  as  reported  by  the  newspapers. 
Participation  scores  were  derived  from  adapted  Chapin  Social 
Participation  scales  for  social,  civic,  professional,  and  other 
business  affiliations. 

Table  3  shows  the  Spearman  rank-order  correlations  of  the 
Top  Influentials  for  these  various  forms  of  community  behavior 
in  Pacific  City  and  English  City. 

Table  3 .  Spearman  Rank-Order  Correlations  Derived  from  Policy 
Committee  Choice  Rankings  of  Top  Influentials  and 
Ranking  on  Various  Measures  of  Community  Behavior 

Policy  Committee  Choice  Rank  Pacific  City     English  City 

Compared  With:  (N=44)  (N=32) 

Committee  appointments  accepted  during 

past  two  years,  as  shown  by  newspaper 

reports  .51  .43 

Committee  participation  for  two  year 

period,  as  designated  by  Top  Influentials 

on  the  interview  schedule  .84  .67 

Newspaper  mentions  of  community 

activities  and  statements  .15  — .31 

Participation  in  other  businesses  as 

owner  or  director 
Participation  in  social  clubs 
Participation  in  civic-organizations 
Participation  in  professional  organizations 
Total  social  participation  in  business, 

social,  civic,  and  professional 

organizations  .59  .48 

These  correlations  indicate  that  there  is  a  definite  correspondence 
between  the  policy  committee  choices  designating  Key  Influen- 
tials and  actual  behavior  patterns  in  both  Pacific  City  and  Eng- 
lish City.  The  highest  correlation  is  shown  to  be  that  between 
policy  committee  choice  rank  and  the  committee  participation 
for  a  two-year  period  as  designated  by  the  Top  Influentials  on 
the  interview  schedule. 
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Conclusion 

Validity  of  the  Key  Influentials  as  identified  is  now  assumed 
to  be  demonstrated  with  sufficient  confidence  to  validate  the 
hypothesis  for  Pacific  City.  Businessmen  do  exert  a  predominant 
influence  in  community  decision-making  in  Pacific  City  and 
Regional  City.  Indeed,  this  statement  may  now  be  generalized. 

Recent  findings  from  a  large  research  project  based  on  studies 
of  community  power-structures  in  a  group  of  Southwestern  (U.S.) 
and  Mexican  cities  have  been  reported  by  Charles  P.  Loomis 
and  his  associates.  These  findings  make  substantial  confirmation 
of  the  domination  of  businessmen  in  community  decision-mak- 
ing. The  occupations  of  Key  Influentials  have  been  identified  for 
El  Paso,  Denver,  Tucson,  Las  Cruces,  San  Diego,  McAllen,  Cd. 
Juarez,  and  Tijuana.  Comparisons  with  Pacific  City,  English 
City,  and  Southern  City  show  the  following  results: 

Sixty-three  per  cent  of  the  Top  Influentials  were  from  busi- 
ness. Ten  out  of  the  eleven  cities  reported  at  least  one  financier 
among  the  Key  Influentials  with  a  total  of  30  (almost  a  quarter) 
being  named  in  all.  Only  English  City  and  Las  Cruces  failed  to 
produce  a  financier  in  the  top  group.  Both  of  the  relatively  spe- 
cialized categories  of  manufacturing  and  merchandising  were  re- 
presented in  at  least  eight  cities.  The  merchants,  including  both 
wholesale  and  retail,  produced  slightly  over  one  fifth  of  the 
Key  Influentials,  with  English  City  and  El  Paso  failing  to  con- 
tribute to  this  category.  Among  manufacturers  who  were  almost 
a  sixth  of  all  Key  Influentials,  only  Tucson  and  Las  Cruces  were 
not  represented.  This  may  be  explainable  by  the  relative  absence 
of  manufacturing  in  the  economic  base  of  these  cities. 

The  most  frequently  chosen  occupational  category  outside 
of  business  was  that  of  the  lawyer,  represented  eight  times  in 
seven  cities.  It  may  be  that  the  lawyer  is  becoming  an  effective 
link  between  business  and  other  sectors  of  the  community. 

Mayors  were  chosen  as  Key  Influentials  in  five  of  the  ten 
cities,  while  other  governmental  officials  and  political  leaders 
were  chosen  nine  times  in  four  cities.  While  it  may  be  argued  that 
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the  hierarchical  structure  of  local  government  makes  it  likely 
that  the  mayor  will  be  most  often  chosen  from  among  govern- 
mental officials,  the  fact  that  mayors  were  not  chosen  as  Key 
Influential  in  five  of  the  cities  suggests  the  need  for  further  ex- 
ploration of  the  place  of  government  in  the  community  power- 
structure. 

Labor  is  notably  lacking  representation  in  the  influence  struc- 
ture in  all  communities  except  English  City.  In  like  manner, 
agriculture  is  represented  only  in  Las  Cruces  by  two  of  the  1 3 
persons  listed;  one  of  the  two  is  at  the  very  top  of  the  list. 
Religion,  education,  society  and  wealth,  welfare,  social  and  cul- 
tural leaders  have  only  scattered  representation. 

However,  in  English  City,  the  Key  Influentials  come  from  a 
broad  representation  of  the  institutional  sectors  of  community 
life.  Why  should  this  difference  exist  between  the  American 
cities  and  the  English  city?  Two  major  factors  seem  to  explain 
much  of  this  difference.  The  first  is  the  difference  in  occupational 
prestige  values  between  the  United  States  and  England.  In  con- 
trast to  the  United  States  "the  social  status  of  industry  in  Eng- 
land and  so  of  its  captains,  is  low  by  comparison  with  the  law, 
medicine,  and  the  universities."  Top  business  managers  are  re- 
cruited from  the  universities  (and  upper-class  families)  where 
the  tradition  of  a  liberal  education  predominates,  and  this  kind 
of  education  emphasizes  humanistic  values  and  minimizes  the 
business  orientation  that  characterizes  the  social  climate  of  the 
typical  American  university  campus.  Many  top  business  leaders, 
educated  at  Oxford  and  Cambridge,  reported  during  interviews 
that  they  regarded  business  life  as  a  very  useful  activity  but  did 
not  view  it  as  occupying  the  whole  man.  They  expressed  a  respect 
for  scholarly  pursuits.  Indeed,  specialized  courses  in  business 
administration  in  the  university  are  very  few,  and  the  tradition 
continues  that  business  management  is  learned  by  experience 
within  the  firm.  This  value  system  plays  a  role  in  the  selection 
of  community  leaders  in  English  City  just  as  the  larger  emphasis 
and  prestige  of  business  leadership  influences  the  selection  of 
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community  leaders  in  the  two  American  cities. 

A  second  major  factor  is  the  structure  of  city  government. 
In  Pacific  City  the  city  council  is  composed  of  nine  members 
elected  at  large  on  a  nonpartisan  ballot.  These  nine  members 
have  the  following  occupational  affiliations: 

Newspaper  owner-editor  (District  Paper)  Business 

Merchant  Business 

Merchant  Business 

Newspaper  owner-editor  (District  Paper)  Business 

Merchant  Business 

Merchant  Business 

Housewife  (formerly  teacher)  Professional 

Jeweler  (and  labor  officer)  Skilled  worker 

Bus  operator  Semi-skilled  worker 

A  background  of  small  business  predominates.  None  of  the 
council  members  was  chosen  as  a  Top  Influential  by  our  panel 
raters  or  by  Top  Influentials.  There  is  every  indication  that  the 
top  community  leaders  do  not  regard  the  council  as  a  strong 
center  of  community  power.  The  council  tends  to  make  decisions 
on  community  issues  after  a  relatively  long  period  of  debate  and 
after  power  mobilization  has  taken  place  in  the  community.  Dur- 
ing this  period  such  groups  as  the  Chamber  of  Commerce,  the 
Labor  Council,  Municipal  League,  Parent-Teachers  Association, 
and  Council  of  Churches  take  stands.  Council  members  may  be 
approached  and  appeals  made  to  them.  Newspaper  editors  write 
articles.  Key  Influentials  may  make  open  declarations  for  or 
against  the  current  issues  and  use  their  influence  with  the  "right 
persons  or  groups."  The  mayor  as  administrative  head  and  an 
elective  official  is  both  relatively  powerful  as  patronage  dispenser, 
and  exposed  to  pressure  from  citizens  to  whom  he  may  be  in- 
debted for  his  position  either  in  the  past  or  in  the  future. 

In  contrast  to  this  pattern,  English  City  has  a  city  council 
composed  of  112  members  drawn  from  28  wards.  Each  ward 
elects  four  members.  When  the  council  is  organized,  members  are 
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appointed  to  committees  that  meet  once  or  twice  a  week.  Issues 
that  arise  in  any  part  of  the  community  are  quickly  brought  to 
the  council's  attention.  The  city  clerk  is  the  administrative  head 
of  the  city  government.  He  is  a  civil  servant  appointed  by  the 
council  on  the  basis  of  his  administrative  ability  and  serves  under 
a  requirement  of  impartiality  as  elections  come  and  political 
parties  change  in  power.  The  members  of  the  council  are  released 
by  their  employers  from  work  at  the  time  of  meetings.  They  are 
paid  a  stipend  by  the  local  government  for  time  lost  from  work 
and  for  any  personal  expenses  incurred  in  attending  meetings 
within  or  outside  the  city.  Table  4  shows  the  occupational  com- 
position of  110  members  (2  vacant  seats)  of  English  City 
Council  in  1955. 

The  council  is  composed  of  three  major  groups:  trade  union 
members  form  32  per  cent,  business  members  30  per  cent,  and 
other  community  members  37  per  cent.  Five  of  the  twelve  Key 
Influentials  of  the  community  are  members  and  play  major  roles 
in  their  respective  parties.  The  council  is  the  major  arena  of 
community  decision.  Issues  reach  it  directly,  are  investigated  by 
council  committees,  and  are  decided  upon  by  a  vote  taken  in  the 
full  council.  Community  organizations  play  important  roles  in 
debating  the  issues,  but  these  are  definitely  secondary  or  supple- 
mentary activities.  The  community  value  system  condemns  any 
pressure  tactics  on  the  council  as  "bad  taste."  However,  in  the 
council  a  caucus  of  elected  party  leaders  is  held  before  any  im- 
portant vote  and  a  position  is  taken  by  the  leaders  for  the  party. 
The  "whip"  is  applied  and  members  are  expected  to  vote  as  in- 
structed. Such  action  is  rationalized  as  necessary  for  responsible 
party  government. 

A  different  occupational  prestige  system  and  a  different 
council-community  power-complex,  seem  to  explain  the  variation 
in  the  composition  of  Key  Influentials  who  come  to  power  in 
Pacific  City  from  those  in  English  City. 

Another  question:  Do  Key  Influential  leaders  in  a  commun- 
ity influence  policy-making  by  acting  in  concert  through  cliques? 
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The  identification  of  clique-structures  is  an  extremely  difficult 
undertaking.  Many  respondents  will  claim  cliques  exist  simply 
because  they  have  seen  persons  together  many  times  or  have 
heard  that  certain  people  were  good  friends.  Hunter  relied  upon 
the  mapping  of  certain  sociometric  relationships  based  on  com- 
mittee choices,  on  participation  patterns  of  influentials  in  issues 
as  described  by  them,  and  on  specific  statements  of  informants. 
The  researcher  would  like  to  make  direct  observations  of  Key 
Influentials  when  they  are  acting  in  relation  to  community  issues 
and  perhaps,  in  other  dealings  with  each  other.  Since  this  is  al- 
most impossible  to  obtain,  cumulative  indirect  evidence  is  sought. 

The  test  of  the  hypothesis  in  Pacific  City  relied  upon  the  fol- 
lowing kinds  of  evidence:18 

1 )  Measures  of  group   cohesiveness   based  on   committee 
member  selections  of  Key  Influentials. 

2)  Acquaintance  patterns  of  Top  Influentials  and  Key  In- 
fluentials. 

3)  Committee  participation  as  reported  by  Top  Influentials 
and  Key  Influentials. 

4)  Personal  estimates  of  clique  behavior  among  Top  In- 
fluentials. 

5 )  Activity  of  Key  Influentials  in  community  organizations. 

6)  Patterns  of  overlapping  membership  of  Key  Influentials 
in  business,  social,  civic,  and  professional  organizations. 

7)  Clique  behavior  and  the  dynamics  of  community  decision 
making. 

Table  5  is  a  matrix  pattern  of  the  overlapping  membership 
of  the  Key  Influentials  in  the  business,  civic,  and  social  organiza- 
tions of  Pacific  City.  It  shows  that  mutual  contact  is  established 
between  the  Key  Influentials  in  business,  social  and  civic  or- 
ganizations, but  the  common  participation  established  by  the 

18     Ibid.,  pp.  577-609. 
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small  group  who  interact  in  the  business  sector  may  be  the  most 
significant.  Three  of  the  Key  Influential  whom  informants  have 
designated  as  meeting  together  when  there  is  a  serious  financial 
crisis  or  money-raising  need  are  among  those  most  active  in  the 
business  sector. 

There  is  a  grand  total  of  ninety-four  overlapping  business, 
social,  and  civic  memberships  among  the  twelve  Key  Influentials. 
The  rank-order  correlation  between  the  policy  committee  choice 
rank  and  rank  position  based  on  the  overlapping  membership  is 
.42.  This  indicates  that  a  moderate  correlation  exists  and  sug- 
gests that  group  interaction  may  build  common  ties  and  leader- 
ship reputations. 

Focused  interviews  of  approximately  one  hour  were  con- 
ducted with  each  Top  Influential  and  Key  Influential  and  some 
carefully  selected  informants  to  probe  for  the  basis  of  their  opin- 
ion. Two  patterned  groupings  emerge  as  the  principal  referents: 
a  general  pattern  of  fluid  coalition  among  influentials  is  discerned 
about  most  issues;  clique-relations  are  observed  around  a  set  of 
specific  situations.  It  is  this  second  pattern  which  evokes  the 
belief  that  crowds  exist  and  make  the  big  decisions  in  Pacific 
City.  A  few 'interview  comments  are  quoted  to  show  these  two 
patterns. 

Interview  Evidence  for  a  General  Pattern  of  Fluid  Coalition 

"There  are  no  crowds  as  such.  There  are  perhaps  ten  main 
leaders  and  the  majority  of  them  must  be  behind  any  major  con- 
troversial issue  in  Pacific  City  to  make  it  successful.  There  are 
probably  thirty  more  persons,  less  active  and  less  influential,  who 
contribute  their  time  and  energy.  I  am  not  aware  of  any  sub- 
groups within  this  group  of  forty  that  cling  together  on  issues  gen- 
erally." —  A  College  President  (Key  Influential) 

"There  are  a  group  of  about  thirty  men  who  are  primarily 
responsible  for  the  major  decisions  in  Pacific  City.  Quite  fre- 
quently they  are  the  'second  men'  in  important  organizations  who 
have  both  the  approval  of  the  top  men  and  the  youth  and  time  to 
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spend  a  large  amount  of  time  and  energy  on  civic  work.  Many  of 
the  decisions  are  formulated  informally  in  groups  of  two  or  three 
at  social  functions."  —  A  Doctor  (Top  Influential) 

"Pacific  City  has  no  rigid  structure  of  leadership.  No  one 
person  or  one  group  runs  the  city.  As  issues  appear  various  per- 
sons take  sides  and  push  for  their  view.  Different  coalitions  ap- 
pear on  the  issues.  However,  there  is  a  small  core  of  four  leaders, 
all  of  them  are  good  fund  raisers  and  people  and  groups  turn  to 
them."  —  Veteran  Newspaper  Writer  (Informant) 

Interview  Evidence  for  Clique  Relations  Around  a  Set  of  Specific 
Situations 

"  There  are  probably  four  groups  in  Pacific  City  who  are 
stable  and  act  as  a  group.  The  most  influential  one  is  the  business- 
men's group  who  are  largely  Republicans,  active  both  in  city  and 
state  affairs,  members  of  the  Chamber  of  Commerce,  Municipal 
League,  and  active  in  school  board  elections.  The  second  is  the 
labor  groups  who  act  together  on  some  issues.  There  is  a  third 
group  which  is  composed  mainly  of  Democrats.  They  have 
their  own  money.  There  is  also  a  fourth  group  which  unofficially 
stems  from  the  Council  of  Churches  but  influences  mainly 
through  individual  Protestant  ministers.  They  are  interested  in 
the  character  of  various  political  candidates  and  boosted  the 
last  governor."  —  A  Republican  Party  Leader  (Top  Influential) 

"There  is  no  one  crowd,  but  a  key  leader  works  through 
friends  whom  he  respects  and  with  whom  he  can  get  things  done. 
Take  this  example  for  instance.  The  president  of  the  Symphony 
Board  wanted  help  on  the  symphony  drive.  I  met  with  E.B.  and 
S.B.  and  L.B.  (all  Key  Influentials )  in  L.B.'s  office.  We  sat 
around  and  talked  about  who  should  head  up  the  drive.  B.G.'s 
name  was  suggested.  I  was  tagged  to  go  with  E.B.  and  hang  the 
job  on  him.  That's  the  way  things  get  done — in  informal  meet- 
ings." 

"Now  in  politics,  there  are  ten  of  us  who  have  gotten  together 
and  tried  to  see  that  a  good  man  was  selected  for  mayor.  We 
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picked  T.N.  and  you  could  have  gotten  100  to  1  that  he  would 
have  been  licked,  but  he  won.  Now  I  haven't  been  in  the  mayor's 
office  since.  We  don't  dictate." — A  Business  Leader  (Key  Influ- 
ential ) 

There  are  several  recognizable  blocs  that  usually  present 
the  same  front.  The  Chamber  of  Commerce  is  probably  the  most 
important  bloc  both  in  initiating  and  in  influencing.  Labor  is 
generally  well  organized.  Educational  groups  are  usually  united 
on  issues  such  as  passage  of  school  bond  levies  but  are  too 
divided  to  present  any  solid  influential  body.  Welfare  agencies 
shy  away  from  expressions  of  opinion  and  are  not  opinion 
molders.  Newspapers  and  radio  are  not  influential  in  local  issues." 
— A  Religious  Leader  (Key  Influential) 

"There  are  ten  or  twelve  in  the  elite  that  make  the  big  de- 
cisions. They  are  primarily  in  the  business  field  and  they  work 
in  cliques:  the  cliques  are  formed  with  a  member  of  those  ten  or 
twelve  and  they  delegate  authority  down  to  lesser  influential*  in 
their  areas."  —  A  Social  Work  Leader  (Top  Influential) 

"There  are  five  or  six  "big  men'  who  make  most  of  the  de- 
cisions: they  are  important  through  private  and  corporate  wealth 
and  property.  They  are  socially  cohesive,  stable,  and  mostly 
Republicans,  but  that  is  not  an  important  factor.  They  vote  con- 
sistently together  on  issues  and  are  mainly  interested  in  only  the 
important  decisions.  They  are  "top  level'  operators.  There  is  a 
second  level  group  of  about  twenty-five  who  are  mainly  from 
business.  Both  the  small  and  large  groups  are  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce members  in  part."  —  Lawyer  and  Former  Mayor  (Top 
Influential ) 

These  opinions  do  not  lend  themselves  to  any  simple  con- 
sensus, but  a  scrutiny  of  all  the  behavior  and  attitudinal  evidence 
leads  us  to  rejection  of  the  working  hypothesis  in  the  following 
respects: 

1  )   Key  Influentials  do  not  repeatedly  act  in  concert  utilizing 
subordinate   groups.    There   is   no   "crowd"  pattern   in 
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Pacific  City  and  English  City  such  as  Hunter  reports  for 
Regional  City.  Regional  City  represents  a  more  struc- 
tured organization  of  the  Top  Influential  with  ties  to 
subordinate  groups. 

2)  There  are  key  leaders  who  bring  various  other  influential 
around  them  when  they  are  responsible  for  getting  a 
civic  project  carried  out.  These  groupings  do  have  a 
pattern  and  tend  to  be  repeated  because  key  leaders  find 
they  can  work  best  with  certain  leaders  and  can  get  the 
job  done.  However,  there  is  a  significant  degree  of 
fluidity.  Various  leaders  may  be  called  upon  for  the 
responsible  direction  of  policy  making  and  different  Key 
Influential  and  Top  Influential  may  be  drawn  in.  Both 
Pacific  City  and  English  City  show  a  fluid  core  of  12-15 
Key  Influential  with  up  to  150  Top  Influential.  Differ- 
ent combinations  appear  with  different  issues.  No  one 
person  or  group  dominates. 

Summary  and  Interpretation 

The  three  cities  that  have  been  studied  are  alike  in  many 
ways.  There  is  a  vigorous  business  leadership  to  be  found  in  all 
three  cities.  There  is  a  hierarchy  of  civic  leadership  in  which 
various  Key  Influential  and  Top  Influential  have  a  "place." 
There  are  friendship  groupings  and  patterns  of  common  social 
and  civic  participation  which  bring  people  together.  There  is  a 
large  number  of  Top  Influential  in  all  three  cities,  up  to  100- 
1 50,  who  have  a  standing  in  the  eyes  of  the  total  community  and 
may  be  called  upon  for  leadership  services  when  a  project  is 
before  the  entire  community. 

The  three  cities  that  have  been  studied  are  different  in  many 
ways.  English  City  does  not  look  to  its  business  leaders  so  much 
for  civic  leadership  as  do  the  two  American  cities.  The  business 
representation  among  the  Key  Influential  in  Pacific  City  is  67 
per  cent;  in  Regional  City,  75  per  cent;  in  English  City,  25  per 
cent.  The  solution  of  civic  problems  is  carried  on  more  directly 
by  the  city  council  in  English  City  while  voluntary  organizations 
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are  more  fluid  and  the  solidarity  of  the  Key  Influential  is  less  in 
both  English  City  and  Pacific  City  than  in  Regional  City. 

What  can  one  conclude  from  all  of  this  evidence?  Tentatively 
the  following  conclusions  seem  in  order: 

1 )  Businessmen  are  over-represented  in  the  institutional  dis- 
tribution of  community  interests  and  do  dominate  com- 
munity policy-making  in  most  communities. 

2)  Local  government  is  a  relatively  weak  power-center. 
Opinion  formation  takes  place  within  organized  groups 
and  influence  is  brought  to  bear  upon  the  city  council 
so  that  it  functions  as  a  subordinate  of  the  dominant 
forces  in  the  community  power-structure. 

3)  The  influence  of  certain  persons,  groups,  and  institutions 
is  significantly  curtailed  and  neutralized.  This  includes 
many  corporate  managers,  professionals  in  government, 
education,  religion,  welfare,  and  mass  communication. 

4)  Key  Influential  are  persons  who  are  drawn  from  posi- 
tions of  first-rate  power  and  influence.  They  are  generally 
"economic  dominants"  in  the  community.1"  Although 
the  majority  live  outside  the  city  limits  they  do  maintain 
an  active  interest  in  the  central  city. 

The  Range  of  Community  Power-Structures 

The  evidence  presented  has  now  blunted  some  of  the  major 
indictments  made  earlier.  The  city  has  not  lost  most  of  its 
effective  leaders.  Tight  inner  clique  groups  are  not  found  uni- 
formly at  the  apex  of  community  power-structures.  The  indict- 
ments charging  the  community  with  loss  of  social  solidarity  and 
physical  identity  rest  upon  probative  evidence  rather  than  upon 

19  Robert  O.  Schulze  reports  to  the  contrary  for  a  suburban 
city.  See  Robert  O.  Schulze,  The  Role  of  Economic  Dominants 
in  Community  Power  Structures,"  American  Sociological  Review, 
XXIII  (February,  1958),  7-9.  The  withdrawal  of  "economic 
dominants"  exhibited  in  Cibola  was  not  demonstrated  in  Pacific 
City  or  English  City.  William  H.  Form  and  William  V.  D'Antonio 
report  no  such  withdrawal  in  El  Paso,  Texas  or  C.  Juarez,  Mexico. 
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validated  facts.  However,  the  evidence  for  the  charge  that  local 
government  is  a  relatively  weak  power-center  has  been  accumul- 
ating in  a  number  of  studies. 

All  conclusions  about  community  power-structures  must  re- 
main tentative  until  the  range  of  power-structures  is  identified. 
Generalizations  made  about  any  community  must  be  related  to 
its  appropriate  power-structure  type  or  model.  A  search  for  such 
models  must  begin  with  identification  of  significant  community 
variables. 

Significant  Community  Variables 

Schulze  has  suggested  that  such  ecological  variations  as  cen- 
tral city,  satellite,  and  suburb  may  be  significant  in  delineating 
power-structures  and  processes.20  There  is  good  evidence  that 
the  less  diversified  the  economic  base  of  the  community,  the  more 
clustered  is  the  potential  for  power.  The  political  homogeneity  of 
a  community  also  seems  to  be  a  contributing  factor.  The  size  of 
a  community  is  another  variable  that  is  related  to  differences  in 
power-structure  and  processes.  A  typology  of  power-models 
might  enable  the  investigator  to  subsume  a  number  of  these 
variables.  Five  different  power-models  are  suggested  to  enclose 
differences  in  power-structures  of  communities. 

Five  Types  of  Community  Power-Models 

Model  A  is  a  pyramidal  structure  centering  in  one  person.  It 
is  an  autocratic  form  which  may  be  identified  in  some  company 
towns  or  one-industry  towns  or  cities.  This  model  is  character- 
ized by  the  fact  that  local  political  action,  freedom  of  organi- 
zational affiliation  including  especially  independent  labor  union- 
ism, unbiased  secular  and  perhaps  even  religious  instruction,  and 
indeed,  the  whole  range  of  so-called  civil  liberties  are  either  com- 
pletely denied  or  effectively  curtailed.21  The  local  citizenry  are 

20  Notes  on  Community  Power  Structure  Conference,  Harvard 
University,  April  26-27,  1958. 

21  Wilbert  E.  Moore,  Industrial  Relations  and  the  Social  Order 
(New  York:  Macmillan,  1951),  p.  556. 
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placed  in  the  relatively  fortunate  or  relatively  unfortunate  posi- 
tion (depending  on  the  motive  of  the  ruler)  of  vassals  under  a 
feudal  overlord. 

Model  B  is  another  pyramidal  structure  centering  in  a 
tightly-knit  group  of  persons.  It  is  an  aristocracy  which  may  be 
identified  in  a  community  where  a  family  or  small  clique  has 
gained  control.  The  Lynds  described  Middletown  as  a  com- 
munity of  this  type.  Here,  the  power  of  a  wealthy  family  of 
manufacturers  became  hereditary  with  the  emergence  of  a  sec- 
ond generation  of  sons.  One  Middletown  citizen  described  their 
pervasiveness  in  the  following  way:  "If  I'm  out  of  work  I  go  to 
X  plant;  if  I  need  money  I  go  to  the  X  bank,  and  if  they  don't 
like  me  I  don't  get  it;  my  children  go  to  the  X  college;  when  I 
get  sick  I  go  to  the  X  hospital;  I  buy  a  building  lot  or  house  in 
an  X  subdivision;  my  wife  goes  downtown  to  buy  clothes  at  the 
X  department  store;  if  my  dog  strays  away  he  is  put  in  the  X 
pound;  I  buy  X  milk;  I  drink  X  beer;  vote  for  X  political  parties, 
and  get  help  from  X  charities;  my  boy  goes  to  the  X  YMCA 
and  my  girl  to  their  YWCA.  I  listen  to  the  word  of  God  in  X- 
subsidized  churches;  if  I'm  a  Mason  I  go  to  the  Masonic  temple; 
I  read  the  news  from  the  X  morning  newspaper;  and,  if  I'm  rich 
enough,  I  travel  via  the  X  airport."22 

It  has  been  suggested  that  American  small  manufacturing 
cities  could  be  classified  into  two  groups  —  those  in  which  the 
industrial  pioneers  or  their  sons  still  dominate  the  local  business 
scene,  and  those  in  which  "new  blood"  has  taken  over  the  leader- 
ship. There  is  high  probability  that  the  second  group  would  be 
more  prominent  in  cities  having  major  industries.  Model  B 
differs  from  Model  A  in  the  fact  that  there  is  always  the  oppor- 
tunity for  other  interests  to  challenge  the  existing  power-structure. 
The  fact  that  the  company  does  not  "own  the  whole  town" 
means  that  other  economic  and  social  interests  may  assert  them- 


22     Robert  S.  Lynd  and  Helen  M.  Lynd,  Middletown  in  Transi- 
tion (New  York:  Harcourt,  Brace.  1937),  p.  74. 


63 


POWER  AND  DEMOCRACY  IN  AMERICA 

selves.  The  machinery  for  independent  political  action  may  be 
used  for  challenging  company  supremacy. 

Model  C,  a  stratified  pyramidal  structure,  describes  a  com- 
munity whose  policy-making  leaders  are  drawn  largely  from  the 
business  class.  (See  Figure  2.) 


Model  C 


First  Rate 


Industrial,  commercial 
financial  owners  and  top 
executives    of    large    enter- 
prises. 


Operations   officials,    bank  vice- 
presidents,    public    relations    men; 
Second  Rate      /    small    businessmen,    top    ranking 
public   officials,    corporation   attorneys, 
contractors. 


Third 
Rate 


Fourth 
Rate 


Civil    organization    personnel,    civic    agency 
board  personnel,  newspaper  columnists,  radio 
commentators,  petty  public  officials,  selected  or- 
ganization executives. 


Professionals  such  as  ministers,  teachers,  social  work- 
ers, personnel  directors,  and  such  persons  as  small 
business  managers,  higher  paid  accountants,  and  the 
like. 


Figure  2:  Model  C 

A    Stratified  Pyramidal  Model  of  a   Community   Power-Structure 
(after  Hunter) 
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In  Regional  City,  an  American  city  of  the  South,  Floyd 
Hunter  found  that  the  business  class  formulated  policy  through 
cliques.  On  community-wide  issues  policy  is  channeled  by  a 
"fluid  committee  structure"  down  to  institutionally  associated 
groupings  through  a  lower-level  bureaucracy  which  executes 
policy.  Intracommunity  and  extracommunity  policy  matters  are 
handled  by  essentially  the  same  group  of  (business)  men  in  this 
city,  but  there  is  a  differentiation  of  functional  activity  within  this 
policy  group.  Finally,  it  was  found  that  the  structure  is  held  to- 
gether by  common  interests,  mutual  obligations,  money,  habit, 
delegated  responsibilities,  and  in  some  cases  by  coercion  and 
force.23  There  is  reason  to  believe  that  this  model  fits  an  older, 
established  community  where  the  social  system  has  been  con- 
genial to  the  growth  of  a  social  aristocracy  and  where  business 
control  has  a  history  of  hereditary  growth.  Indeed,  Hunter  points 
out  that  only  fifteen  of  the  forty  top  policy  leaders  gained  posi- 
tions of  prominence  on  their  own.  All  of  the  others  inherited 
their  father's  business  or  were  helped  by  the  wealth  and  connec- 
tions of  their  fathers.  The  model  does  not  explain  fully  the  com- 
munity structure  in  English  City.  In  the  first  place,  similar  evid- 
ence for  cohesive  crowds  or  cliques  has  not  been  found.  To  be 
sure,  friendships  existed  but  these  are  not  utilized  as  a  basis  for 
unified  common  action  on  community  issues.  Secondly,  there  is 
a  question  as  to  whether  the  full  scope  of  community  power  is  to 
be  found  within  the  corps  of  leaders  recognized  as  prominent 
in  initiating  or  sanctioning  actions  having  consequences  for  the 
community.  There  is  some  evidence  that  influence  is  increasing- 
ly centered  within  the  hands  of  administration  leaders  who  are 
responsible  for  large  organizations  within  their  own  responsibil- 
ity. Many  unobtrusive  leaders  may  exist  whose  influence  through 
wealth,  social  status,  and  political  power  needs  to  be  taken  into 
account. 

Model  D,  the  ring  or  cone  structure,  best  fits  the  pattern  of 

23     Hunter,  op.  cit.,  p.  113. 
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the  power-structure  operating  in  many  modern  communities.  It 
is  characterized  by  three  major  qualities: 

1 )  Increasing   heterogeneity    of    interests   within    the    business 
sector: 

a  Certain  manufacturers  and  merchants  view  expansion  as  a 
threat  to  labor  supply  and  wage  level. 

b  Rise  of  managers  brings  a  new  caution  and  results  in  many 
leaders  playing  a  neutral  role. 

c  Financial  and  property  ties  grow  more  complex  as  outside 
interests  enter.  Branch  businesses  increase;  community  im- 
provements seem  to  some  to  be  assets,  to  others,  tax  liabil- 
ities. 

2)  Rise  of  new  power  structures: 

a  Labor  leaders  have  come  to  have  an  ever  stronger  voice  as 
agents  of  their  own  organization;  labor  becomes  more 
educated  and  participates  more  broadly  in  community  or- 
ganizations, especially  in  political  parties,  government, 
and  welfare  organizations.  A  share  in  decision-making  in 
the  community  is  more  easily  attained  by  citizens  of  low 
status. 

b  Political  and  government  leaders  are  exercising  greater  in- 
fuence  over  more  activities  of  community  life.  Military 
leadership  has  been  given  even  greater  responsibility. 

c  Educational  leaders  command  greater  attention  as  the  need 
for  specialized  personnel  increases. 

d  Society  leaders  may  not  be  neglected  in  some  communities, 
especially  in  New  England  and  many  European  countries. 

e  Major  business  leaders  are  being  recruited  for  managerial 
talent  rather  than  from  hereditary  and  exclusively  educated 
classes. 

3)  Growing  autonomy  in  all  institutionalized  sectors: 
a  Large-scale  organization  is  growing  in  all  sectors. 
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b  Power  of  administration  and  policy-making  is  increasing- 
ly concentrated  within  the  specialized  personnel  of  the 
organization. 

A  test  of  the  model  can  be  made  by  discovering  the  range  of 
leadership  displayed  in  the  community  and  the  nature  of  the 
participation  of  various  leaders  in  important  decisions  affecting 
their  organization,  the  institutional  sector,  or  other  local  in- 
stitutions. It  is  assumed  that  leaders  play  a  number  of  different 
roles,  sometimes  taking  positive  action,  sometimes  negative,  often 
remaining  neutral,  and  even  withdrawing  completely  from  var- 
ious issues.  Different  leaders  are  drawn  into  community  issues 
depending  on  the  issue  at  stake.24 

Figure  3  is  a  graphic  illustration  of  those  persons  in  English 
City  who  were  ranked  as  having  the  highest  personal  influence 
over  policy-making  affecting  the  community.  The  ring  structure 
shows  the  range  of  institutional  representatives.  The  area  of  each 
segment  is  an  approximation  of  the  relative  power  of  each  seg- 
ment as  judged  by  the  choice  rank  of  the  Top  Influentials  and  by 
panel  raters  who  were  asked  to  review  the  strength  of  each  in- 
stitutional area  in  securing  desired  outcomes  on  a  number  of 
community  issues.  Those  persons  whose  influence  is  greatest  are 
shown  toward  the  center  of  the  circle.  Note  the  representatives 
from  the  Labour  party,  the  trade  union  and  consumer  co-opera- 
tives, the  Citizens  party,  business,  civic  organizations,  religion, 
education,  and  society.  There  is  no  single  cohesive  elite  structure 
and  no  hierarchical  dominance  based  on  one  institutional  sector. 
The  pattern  of  personal  influence  is  best  described  as  a  kaleido- 
scope of  recognizable  faces  shifting  in  and  out  of  fluid  coalitions 
as  issues  change. 

While  the  cone  or  ring  model  is  most  appropriate  for  English 
City,  the  stratified  pyramid,  with  its  solidary  top  business  elite 

24  Delbert  C.  Miller.  "Decision-Making  Cliques  in  Community 
Power  Structures:  A  Comparative  Study  of  an  American  and  an 
English  City,"  American  Journal  of  Sociology,  LX1V  (November, 
1958),  309-310. 
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such  as  Hunter  describes  for  Regional  City,  is  also  a  useful  guide 
to  the  power  potential  in  Pacific  City.  However,  Pacific  City 
shows  markedly  more  fluidity  among  both  the  Key  and  Top  In- 
fluentials  as  issues  change.  Religion  and  education  have  a  more 
influential  role,  as  Pacific  City  numbers  a  college  president  and 
an  Episcopalian  bishop  among  its  key  influentials. 

A  continuum  of  community  power-structures  is  suggested  for 
large  cities  ranging  from  the  highly  stratified  pyramid  dominated 
by  a  small  but  powerful  business  group  functioning  through 
cliques  of  high  solidarity  to  a  ring  of  institutional  representatives 
functioning  in  relatively  independent  roles.  We  have  said  that 
Regional  City,  Pacific  City,  and  English  City  range  in  the  order 
named  along  such  a  continuum. 

A  study  of  Lorain,  Ohio,  by  James  B.  McKee  verifies  many 
features  of  Model  D.  He  says:  "No  one  group  can  now  be  called 
a  ruling  group  in  industrial  society.  This  is  so  for  two  reasons. 
First,  there  is  no  single  locus  of  decision-making,  but  rather  a 
number  of  loci,  each  differently  structured.  Within  the  corpora- 
tion is  one,  within  the  community  are  several,  and  there  are 
other  significant  ones  within  the  larger  society.  Second,  a  num- 
ber of  groups  may  have  varying  effects  upon  decision  making  in 
a  given  locus.  Hence  the  pyramidical  model  of  the  social  order, 
with  power  and  authority  located  at  the  apex,  is  inaccurate  and 
misleading."25 

Model  E.  consists  of  segemented  power  pyramids.  When 
political  parties  are  powerful  in  organizing  leaders  into  two  or 
more  cohesive  groups,  the  power-structure  of  a  community  may 
be  described  as  political  blocs.  In  one  English  city  there  was 


25  James  B.  McKee,  "Status  and  Power  in  the  Industrial  Com- 
munity: A  Comment  on  Drucker's  Thesis,"  American  Journal  of 
Sociology  (January,  1953),  p.  369.  See  Donald  W.  Olmsted,  "Or- 
ganizational Leadership  and  Social  Structure  in  a  Small  City," 
American  Sociological  Review  (June,  1954),  pp.  273-81;  Roland 
J.  Pellegrin  and  Charles  H.  Coates,  "Absentee-Owned  Corporations 
and  Community  Power  Structure,"  American  Journal  of  Sociology 
(March,  1956),  pp.  413-20. 
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TRADE  UNION  AND 


CONSUMER  COOPERATIVE 


Figure  3.  Model  D: 

An  Institutional  Ring  or  Cone  Structure  of  Top  Influential  in 

English  City 
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considerable  evidence  for  this  kind  of  political  model.  On  all 
important  issues  there  is  a  caucus  of  the  Labour  and  Conserva- 
tive power  leaders,  decisions  for  voting  action  are  taken,  and  the 
whip  is  applied  to  all  members  to  vote  in  conformance  with  the 
decision  of  the  caucus.  Community  power  breaks  cleanly  along 
party  lines. 

Other  arrangements  are  possible  within  the  segmented  model. 
Splinter  groups  may  form  a  whole  series  of  multiple-power 
pyramids  with  a  great  deal  of  cleavage  between  them.  French 
politics  reflect  the  contours  of  such  a  model. 

The  research  we  need  may  not  be  sufficient  to  draw  many 
firm  conclusions  but  questions  stubbornly  do  assert  themselves. 

There  remains,  however,  the  final  question  to  be  answered, 
and  which  has  dominated  this  entire  discussion:  Have  we 
achieved  democratic  community  life?  Is  community  life  strong 
enough  to  solve  our  problems,  accomplish  our  aspirations,  and 
make  us  proud  of  our  democratic  way  of  life?  Surely,  most  ob- 
servers would  have  to  be  honest  enough  to  say  that  when  our 
achievements  are  compared  to  our  ideals,  the  results  do  not  mea- 
sure up  to  them. 

How  can  we  work  toward  improvement  of  the  local  com- 
munity? How  can  we  reconstruct  community  power-structures? 

The  Reconstruction  of  Community  Power-Structures  in 
a  Democratic  Society 

There  would  appear  to  be  nothing  that  would  affect  com- 
munity life  more  than  to  open  wide  many  old  and  many  new 
channels  in  and  through  the  community  power-structure.  The 
goal  of  proportional  representation  for  all  the  institutional  seg- 
ments of  our  society  is  in  the  democratic  tradition.  A  planning 
committee,  for  instance,  should  have  the  full  range  of  the  relevant 
interests  of  the  community — artist  and  scholar,  politician  and 
minister,  businessman  and  housewife.  If  each  issue  and  project 
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could  be  tackled  by  such  a  balanced  power-structure,  the  de- 
cisions would  have  different  casts.  As  opportunities  to  participate, 
are  broadened  and  more  persons  learn  the  skills  of  decision-mak- 
ing, silence  and  pessimism  might  be  quickly  reversed.  The 
erasure  of  fear  among  current  policy-makers  must  certainly 
constitute  the  major  hurdle.  Top  business  leaders  fear  that  ill- 
advised  persons  will  make  unwise  economic  decisions.  In  fact, 
many  businessmen  feel  that  they  are  the  natural  leaders  of  the 
community  because  they  understand  the  economic  facts  of  life 
and  believe  that  any  transfer  or  sharing  of  leadership  will  bring 
disaster. 

Kurt  Lewin,  the  late  psychologist  who  fled  Europe,  told  us 
that  democracy  is  truly  a  way  of  thinking.  Until  democratic 
thinking  actually  suffuses  the  heart  of  the  community,  power- 
structure  progress  will  be  slow.  It  is  obvious,  however,  that  many 
groups  have  never  marshalled  their  potential  power.  New  power- 
groups  can  and  do  rise.  In  time  they  win  their  place  in  the  power- 
structure.  Meanwhile,  they  have  the  single  most  precious  political 
right  that  any  person  can  possess.  With  an  equal  vote,  the  power 
of  influence,  indeed,  of  revolutionary  influence,  rests  with  those 
who  will  exercise  their  right.  I  have  observed  in  the  State  of 
Washington  how  a  group  of  laboring  people  joined  by  the  Cath- 
olic Church  and  with  the  support  of  an  opposing  political  party 
brought  defeat  to  a  right-to-work  initiative  which  had  been  sup- 
ported heavily  by  Top  and  Key  Influentials.  This  is  the  kind  of 
manifestation  which  tells  all  of  us,  whether  we  are  on  the  winning 
or  losing  side  of  an  issue,  that  democracy  is  alive  and  as  viable 
as  the  American  community.  It  is  a  force  which  often  moves 
with  slowness.  Great  potentials  of  democratic  sentiment  lie 
about  untapped  and  unused.  But  the  power  of  democracy  is  there 
and,  if  preserved,  new  generations  can  always  be  challenged  to 
improve  in  its  exercise.  The  face  and  character  of  the  community 
will  reveal  to  all  who  will  look  what  success  the  people  have 
achieved  in  translating  dreams  into  reality. 
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Robert  A.  Dahl 


Perhaps  the  best  way  to  begin  my  exploration  of  equality 
and  power  in  American  society  is  to  indicate  some  of  my  differ- 
ences with  Professor  Miller.  First  of  all,  I  disagree  with  most  of 
his  indictments  of  the  local  community.  I  disagree,  not  because 
I  think  there  is  no  truth  in  his  charges,  but  because  I  think  they 
are  only  a  part  of  the  truth.  Thus  I  disagree  with  the  hypothesis 
that  the  local  community  has  lost  its  social  solidarity  because  I 
do  not  know  that  it  ever  had  social  solidarity.  As  I  look  back  on 
the  history  of  New  Haven,  Connecticut,  I  ask  myself:  When  was 
New  Haven  a  solidary  community?  When  was  New  Haven  that 
great  Utopia,  a  nonstratified,  highly  solidary  community  that  is 
apparently  in  the  minds  of  people  who  say  that  social  solidarity 
has  declined?  What  is  the  evidence  for  a  change? 

Throughout  its  lengthy  history,  New  Haven  has  been  torn  by 
disputes.  The  patrician,  Congregationalist,  upper-class  oligarchy 
that  ran  New  Haven  for  the  first  two  centuries  of  its  life  was  not, 
as  I  should  have  expected  if  I  accepted  this  hypothesis  as  fact,  a 
body  of  leaders  that  stimulated  a  high  degree  of  solidarity  and 
unity  in  the  community;  indeed,  in  due  course  of  time  when  the 
common  people  got  the  opportunity  they  promptly  tossed  out  this 
body  of  leaders.  I  find  no  evidence  that  nineteenth-century 
capitalism  and  industrialism  —  which  spawned  a  proletariat  and 
induced  a  great  influx  of  immigrant  groups  who  often  suffered 
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from  meager  incomes,  low  status,  limited  education,  and  diffi- 
culties in  assimilating  themselves  —  produced  a  particularly 
unified  community.  If  anything,  I  would  propose  that  there  is  as 
much  solidarity  in  New  Haven  now  as  there  has  ever  been.  In 
sum,  what  is  the  evidence  that  New  Haven,  or  other  American 
communities,  enjoyed  more  solidarity  in  earlier  times? 

I  would  also  question  the  charge  that  the  community  has 
lost  its  most  effective  leaders.  If  by  its  most  effective  leaders  we 
mean  men  of  wealth  and  social  status,  then  this  is  true  by  defini- 
tion; but  if  we  mean  men  of  imagination,  daring,  force,  enter- 
prise and  skill,  I  think  there  is  no  convincing  evidence  that  we 
are  worse  off  than  we  have  been.  Again,  I  have  to  ask  —  what  is 
this  assertion  based  upon?  Who  were  the  leaders  of  the  American 
communities  in  the  first  half  of  the  twentieth  century?  Were  the 
leaders  in  American  towns  and  cities  really  so  very  remarkable 
in  the  nineteenth  century?  Only  a  short  time  ago,  New  York 
produced  a  Fiorello  LaGuardia;  or  consider  Richardson  Dil- 
worth  and  Joseph  Clark  in  Philadelphia,  Daley  in  Chicago, 
Lawrence  in  Pittsburgh,  Lee  in  New  Haven  —  men  like  these 
compare  favorably  with  any  city  leadership  that  we  have  had 
over  the  past  century  and  a  half.  To  be  sure,  except  for  Dilworth 
and  Clark  in  Philadelphia,  these  new  men  have  not  had  the 
benefits  of  a  university  education;  they  have  made  their  way  up 
in  the  world,  they  did  not  come  out  of  the  upper  social  classes, 
they  do  not  have  great  wealth.  But  they  are  men  of  talent,  they 
are  men  of  enterprise,  and  they  are  men  of  strength.  Therefore, 
I  wonder  whether  compared  with  previous  times,  there  has  been 
such  a  notable  decline  in  leadership  in  our  communities. 

Next,  is  it  true  that  our  local  political  institutions  are  weak? 
I  don't  think  it  is  valid  to  compare  the  City  Council  of  New 
Haven  or  the  City  Council  of  Chicago  with  the  City  Council  of 
English  City.  There  are  other  comparisons  that  one  ought  to 
make.  One  ought  to  ask  how  many  people  vote  in  elections  in 
English  City?  I  don't  know  anything  about  English  City,  but  in 
many  local  elections  in  England  only  10  to  20  per  cent  of  the 
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adult  population  votes.  Is  this  a  sign  of  the  strength  of  political 
institutions  in  England?  Is  this  a  sign  that  democracy  is  working 
better  there?  For  a  valid  comparison,  we  should  also  compare 
the  executives  in  the  two  systems.  In  the  United  States,  the  chief 
executive  is  typically  the  mayor,  and  a  great  increase  has  been 
taking  place  in  the  power  and  vigor  of  the  mayor  in  many  Ameri- 
can communities. 

Now  consider  the  charge  that  power  rests  with  a  small  inner 
circle  of  leaders  who  operate  outside  of  the  official  governing 
bodies.  Fear,  pessimism,  and  silence,  it  is  said,  dominate  the 
community's  social  climate;  this  is  certainly  not  true  of  any 
community  that  I  ever  lived  in.  Many  critics  of  the  American 
community  expect  that  there  must  be  a  monolithic  structure  of 
some  kind,  a  monolithic  structure  run  either  by  "good  guys"  or 
by  "bad  guys."  Consequently,  when  one  discovers  that  the  local 
community  is  in  pretty  bad  shape,  which  it  is,  then  the  only 
inference  that  one  can  make  is  that  it  is  run  by  the  evil  elements. 
Now  if  you  look  for  a  monolithic  structure  in  any  community, 
or  in  any  human  organization,  and  if  you  look  only  at  the  evi- 
dence that  suggests  a  monolith,  then  you  will  almost  certainly 
find  a  monolith.  Yet  despite  countless  variations,  I  don't  think 
that  the  typical  American  community  is  a  monolithic  but  rather 
a  pluralistic  system.  We  need  to  learn  how  to  recognize,  how  to 
analyze,  and  how  to  work  with  pluralistic  systems.  I  would  con- 
tend that  in  most  American  communities  there  isn't  a  single 
center  of  power.  There  is  even  a  sense  in  which  nobody  runs  the 
community.  In  fact,  perhaps  this  is  the  most  distressing  discovery 
of  all:  typically  a  community  is  run  by  many  different  people, 
in  many  different  ways,  at  many  different  times. 

Next,  I  doubt  very  much  whether  businessmen  "dominate" 
community  policies,  except  perhaps  by  definition.  What  policies? 
Fund-raising?  If  one  means  fund-raising,  then  this  is  so.  New 
Haven,  like  most  communities,  has  a  community  fund  drive  that 
is  carried  on  mainly  by  young  businessmen  who  are  looking  for 
a  chance  to  make  a  mark  as  go-getters  and  to  pick  up  some  re- 
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cognition  and  prestige.  But  what  about  public  schools?  Have 
these  been  dominated  by  businessmen?  In  New  Haven  they  are 
"dominated"  by  other  groups.  What  about  police?  What  about 
the  welfare  programs  themselves,  that  is,  the  decisions  about 
what's  done  with  the  money  raised  by  the  businessmen  or  by 
taxes?  In  my  community  these  welfare  groups  are  dominated  by 
the  professionals,  who  make  decisions  mainly  by  lobbying  with 
one  another  on  a  council  of  social  agencies.  What  can  be  said 
about  charter  reform?  There  have  been  businessmen  in  com- 
munities all  over  the  United  States,  who  year  after  year  have  tried 
to  change  the  city  charter;  one  would  suppose  that  if  they  were  a 
dominant  elite,  by  now  they  would  have  achieved  the  kind  of 
charter  they  want.  But  for  the  most  part,  I  think,  cities  tend  to 
have  the  kinds  of  charters  that  politicians  want.  What  of  urban 
redevelopment?  If  there  is  anything  in  the  community  in  which 
businessmen  are  involved  it  is  urban  redevelopment.  Yet  by  and 
large  the  businessmen  do  not  even  "dominate"  urban  redevelop- 
ment. It  is  the  strong  executive,  Mayor  Dilworth  or  Mayor  Lee, 
who  provides  the  leadership  on  redevelopment. 

Finally,  I  entertain  very  serious  doubts  about  the  methods 
and  the  conceptual  apparatus  on  which  Professor  Miller's  con- 
clusions rest.  I  believe  that  his  evidence  does  not  lead  to  his  con- 
clusions. For  a  reputation  for  power  is  not  necessarily  a  valid 
index  of  power.  An  alternative  way  to  determine  who  "runs 
things"  is  to  study  a  series  of  concrete  decisions  in  order  to  find 
out  who  specifically  dominates  those  decisions.  If  this  is  done, 
you  may  or  may  not  find  a  correlation  with  reputations.  In  talk- 
ing with  a  good  many  businessmen  in  New  Haven  I  have  found 
that  even  with  respect  to  decisions  in  which  they  have  partici- 
pated, often  they  are  extremely  vague  as  to  what  actually  trans- 
pired. 

Moreover,  no  proposition  about  power  or  influence  has  much 
meaning  unless  one  specifies  power  or  influence  with  respect  to 
something:  power  over  public  schools,  over  fund-raising,  over 
redevelopment,  over  the  local  police,  in  the  courts,  or  what?  If 
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these  different  sectors  are  specified,  probably  in  many  com- 
munities people  who  are  influential  with  respect  to  one  sector 
are  not  terribly  influential  with  respect  to  another;  and  in- 
dividuals influential  in  one  sector  may  come  out  of  different 
socioeconomic  strata  from  those  who  are  influential  in  another. 
Finally,  I  should  like  to  suggest  a  simple  test.  We  know  from 
public  opinion  polls  and  other  research  that  large  businessmen, 
in  the  main,  are  Republicans  and  that  they  are  very  anxious  for 
Republican  candidates  to  win.  Now  if  they  are  the  dominant 
power  in  a  community,  it  should  follow,  I  should  think,  that 
they  would  be  able  to  win  elections.  If  they  can't,  then  I  don't 
know  what  the  word  dominant  means.  Therefore,  one  test  is 
to  see  what  happens  in  the  presidential  elections.  Which  can- 
didate will  carry  the  cities  —  that  is,  the  communities  where 
businessmen  are  said  to  be  "dominant"?  I  should  think  that  if 
businessmen  are  "the  dominant  power  institution  in  the  United 
States"  then  the  election  is  already  foreclosed.  Yet  we  know  that 
the  106  cities  with  populations  over  100,000  have  been  the 
stronghold  of  the  Democratic  Party.  In  1936,  Franklin  Roosevelt 
carried  104  out  of  these  106  cities  —  in  1940,  97.  How  does  this 
square  with  Professor  Miller's  conclusion?  Did  businessmen 
want  Roosevelt  to  win?  If  not,  and  if  they  dominate  these  com- 
munities, why  can't  they  win  in  a  really  critical  trial  of  strength 
such  as  the  elections  of  1936  and  1940  surely  were?  Do  candi- 
dates backed  by  business  regularly  win  elections  for  mayor?  Do 
business  proposals  regularly  win  on  referenda?  If  not,  how  can 
we  conclude  that  businessmen  "dominate"?  Isn't  there  something 
faulty  in  Miller's  analysis? 

With  the  differences  between  Miller  and  me  as  a  preface, 
let  me  turn  now  to  another  interpretation  of  certain  problems 
of  American  communities  —  problems  created  by  their  failure  to 
measure  up  to  the  exacting  demands  of  democratic  ideals. 

My  emphasis,  however,  will  be  on  appraisal  rather  than  on 
description  or  explanation.  What  I  want  to  evaluate  are  the  dis- 
tribution and  patterns  of  influence  over  political  decisions  in 
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American  life.  I  shall  lean  heavily  on  New  Haven  for  information 
on  the  distribution  and  patterns  of  influence,  but  I  do  so  in  the 
belief  that  New  Haven  is  similar  to  many  other  communities  and 
strikingly  similar  in  many  ways  to  the  United  States  as  a  whole. 
Where  there  are  differences,  I  shall  try  to  take  these  into  account. 

To  appraise,  one  needs  standards  of  appraisal,  criteria  of 
performance,  values.  Many  different  criteria  are  relevant  to  the 
task  of  arriving  at  an  appraisal  of  the  distribution  and  patterns 
of  influence.  I  propose,  however,  to  concern  myself  with  only 
one,  the  criterion  of  political  equality.  Obviously,  other  criteria 
might  also  be  invoked.  I  will  not  attempt  here  to  justify  my 
choice  of  equality,  except  to  say  that  it  is  a  value  that  has  al- 
ways been  a  salient  aspect  of  democratic  beliefs. 

When  one  examines  a  political  decision  —  that  is,  a  decision 
determining  the  policies  enforced  by  governmental  officials  — 
or  what  persons  become  officials  —  one  usually  finds  that  for 
any  particular  sector  of  policy  only  a  small  number  of  persons 
ever  initiate  alternatives  or  veto  the  proposals  of  others.  These 
individuals  are  leaders  or  policy-makers.  One  may  say  that  they 
have  the  grea'test  direct  influence  on  decisions.  A  larger  number 
of  persons,  subleaders,  generally  have  moderate  influence.  But 
most  citizens  usually  have  little  or  no  direct  influence  in  this 
sense:  they  never  initiate  or  veto  any  alternatives. 

One  is  also  likely  to  find,  however,  that  some  leaders  are 
extremely  sensitive  to  the  attitudes  and  preferences  of  individuals 
and  groups  who  do  not  directly  initiate  or  veto  alternatives. 
Often  this  indirect  influence  is  anticipatory:  a  leader  initiates  or 
vetoes  a  particular  alternative  because  he  anticipates  rewards  for 
choosing  from  one  set  of  alternatives,  or  sanctions  if  he  chooses 
from  a  different  set.  In  this  way,  persons  or  groups  who  are  not 
leaders  may  exert  great  indirect  influence  on  the  choice  of  alter- 
natives even  though  they  never  directly  initiate  or  veto. 

In  New  Haven,  for  example,  the  present  mayor  has  not  until 
this  present  year  ever  advocated  an  increase  in  taxes,  although 
he  has  done  almost  everything  else  to  raise  money.  Why  has  he 
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not  tried  to  increase  taxes?  It  was  not,  I  think,  because  someone 
said,  "Mayor  Lee,  don't  you  dare  raise  taxes!"  For  the  mayor 
grew  up  in  New  Haven;  he  knows  enough  about  the  city  to  know 
that  raising  taxes  is  politically  risky.  He  anticipated  what  might 
happen  to  him  in  the  next  election  if  he  should  raise  taxes.  If  the 
decision  to  take  the  risk  is  made,  at  least  it  is  a  fact  that  the  risk 
involved  has  been  anticipated. 

Indirect  influence,  which  is  often  anticipatory  in  character, 
is  very  important  for  some  kinds  of  leaders,  particularly  those 
who  have  to  win  elections.  Yet  even  when  indirect  influence  of 
this  sort  is  taken  into  account,  the  distribution  of  influence  in 
most  sectors  of  policy  is  very  far  indeed  from  the  perfect  equality 
that  some  democratic  theorists  would  regard  as  ideal. 

One  of  the  main  reasons  why  the  system  does  not  very  closely 
approximate  political  equality  is  the  unequal  distribution  of 
access  to  political  resources  —  that  is,  to  inducements  of  all 
kinds.  One's  influence  is  partly  a  function  of  the  political  re- 
sources to  which  one  has  access  —  labor  time,  money  and  credit, 
jobs,  information,  popularity,  wealth,  social  standing,  legality, 
and  the  like.  An  examination  of  any  one  of  these  political  re- 
sources will  show  that  some  persons  have  much  greater  access  to 
it  than  others.  So  long  as  this  is  the  case,  political  equality  is  not 
likely  to  be  approximated.  This  is  hardly  a  novel  conclusion,  for 
a  great  many  writers  on  politics  have  said  in  one  way  or  another 
that  a  high  degree  of  equality  in  the  distribution  of  political  re- 
sources is  a  necessary  —  though  by  no  means  a  sufficient  —  con- 
dition for  a  high  degree  of  equality  of  control  over  political  de- 
cisions. This  was,  for  example,  one  of  Tocqueville's  key  proposi- 
tions in  his  analysis  of  democracy  in  America. 

In  appraising  inequality  in  political  resources,  it  is  important 
not  to  make  the  mistake  of  assuming  that  what  we  are  trying  to 
judge  is  a  ruling  elite  masquerading  in  the  name  of  democracy. 
For  if  citizens  do  not  rule  the  system  as  political  equals  neither 
does  a  unified  elite  control  decisions,  at  least  not  in  New  Haven. 
There  may  be  exceptions  in  specific  communities,  but  I  am  in- 
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clined  to  think  that  most  cities  and  states,  and  certainly  the 
national  government,  are  in  this  respect  rather  like  New  Haven. 

To  condemn  our  political  system  for  inequality  is  one  thing; 
to  condemn  it  for  being  dominated  by  a  ruling  elite  is  another. 
In  my  view,  appraisal  is  infinitely  more  complicated,  precisely 
because  the  political  system  is  neither  a  democracy  in  which 
citizens  share  equally  in  all  important  decisions  nor  an  oligarchy 
ruled  by  an  elite.  Rather,  it  combines  elements  of  both. 

In  the  American  system  (insofar  as  New  Haven  is  a  fair 
prototype),  though  political  equality  is  certainly  not  attained  and 
political  resources  are  unequally  distributed,  democracy  is  not 
wholly  subverted  into  oligarchy  because  the  growth  of  oligarchy 
is  inhibited  both  by  the  patterns  according  to  which  political 
resources  are  allocated  and  by  the  ways  in  which  resources  are 
actually  used. 

Let  me  try  to  make  my  point  clearer  first  by  some  abstract 
considerations  on  the  nature  of  power  and  influence.  Abstractly, 
there  is  no  reason  to  assume  that  the  relative  influence  different 
individuals  or  groups  exert  on  the  decisions  of  one  another  is 
simply  and  solely  a  funtion  of  the  "size"  of  their  resources,  that 
is,  of  the  inducements  they  have  at  their  disposal. 

In  the  first  place,  an  individual  need  not  use  his  political  re- 
sources to  gain  direct  or  indirect  influence  over  officials  of 
government.  To  be  sure,  the  extent  to  which  one  is  willing  to 
use  his  political  resources  for  political  ends,  depends  in  part  on 
the  magnitude  of  his  resources;  for  example  a  millionaire  who 
contributed  $100  to  a  political  campaign  gives  up  fewer  alter- 
native opportunities  than  a  poor  man.  But  the  extent  to  which  a 
person  uses  his  political  resources  will  depend  on  other  factors 
as  well,  including  his  confidence  in  the  success  of  his  effort,  the 
extent  to  which  he  has  alternative  ways  of  gaining  his  ends  other 
than  through  politics,  and  the  extent  to  which  he  expects  he  will 
be  benefited  or  injured  by  government  policies.  In  New  Haven, 
we  have  found  variations  attributable  to  each  of  these  factors. 

For  example,  Negroes  in  New  Haven,  a  minority  of  prob- 
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ably  10  or  12  per  cent  of  the  population,  operate  at  a  much 
higher  level  of  political  participation  than  any  other  single 
isolated  group  in  the  community.  What  is  the  reason  for  this? 
The  political  arena  is  one  area  where  Negroes  are  not  thwarted 
and  blocked  by  substantial  discrimination.  They  can  get  jobs, 
patronage,  and  city  contracts;  they  have  their  votes;  their  votes 
are  legitimate,  and  they  are  counted;  and  so  it  has  been  for  a 
century.  This  isn't  true  in  the  other  sectors  of  community  life; 
so  Negroes  work  harder  in  the  political  arena  to  compensate 
for  their  disadvantages. 

In  the  second  place,  one  individual  may  use  his  political 
resources  more  skillfully  than  another  —  a  variation  known  to 
students  of  politics  for  several  centuries.  By  a  skillful  use  of 
limited  resources,  in  fact,  a  political  entrepreneur  —  Machia- 
velli's  Prince  —  can  increase  his  resources  and  thus  his  in- 
fluence. 

In  the  third  place,  the  relative  influence  of  different  poten- 
tial coalitions  will  depend  in  part  on  the  extent  to  which  in- 
dividuals and  groups  actually  combine  their  resources.  The 
combined  political  resources  of  a  very  numerous  group  of 
individuals  who  are  not  very  well  off  may  easily  exceed  the 
combined  political  resources  of  a  small  elite,  each  member  of 
which  is,  individually,  very  well  off.  The  extent  to  which  people 
in  a  group  actually  combine  their  resources  depends,  of  course, 
on  the  degree  of  political  unity  among  them.  There  is  no  a  priori 
reason  for  supposing  that  the  rich  will  display  more  unity  than 
the  poor;  and  even  if  they  do,  it  does  not  follow  that  the  com- 
bined resources  of  the  well-off  strata  will  inevitably  exceed  the 
combined  resources  of  the  badly-off  strata  of  a  society. 

Now,  when  we  turn  from  these  abstract  considerations  to  the 
way  in  which  different  kinds  of  inducements  —  political  re- 
sources —  are  actually  distributed  in  New  Haven  we  discover 
that  a  most  significant  change  seems  to  have  taken  place  during 
the  last  century  and  a  half.  In  1 800,  the  citizens  of  New  Haven 
were  not  only  very  unequal  in  access  to  political  resources  of 
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all  kinds  but  their  inequalities  were  cumulative.  That  is,  the 
same  tiny  elite  possessed  the  highest  social  standing,  wealth, 
dominance  in  economic  affairs,  superior  education,  control  over 
educational  and  religious  institutions,  a  monopoly  of  public 
offices,  evidently  a  large  measure  of  legitimacy,  and  perhaps 
(though  this  is  more  doubtful)  even  popularity.  Today,  how- 
ever, inequalities  that  exist  with  respect  to  all  these  resources 
tend  to  be  noncumulative  or  dispersed.  I  can  find  no  single  elite 
at  the  top  of  the  heap;  instead  there  are  many  different  varieties 
of  political  resources,  with  a  somewhat  different  elite  at  the  top 
of  each.  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  this  pattern  is  not  peculiar 
to  New  Haven  but  is  common  throughout  the  United  States, 
though  one  would  doubtless  find  exceptions  to  it  here  and  there. 
Moreover,  I  am  tempted  toward  the  hypothesis  that  the 
pattern  of  dispersed  inequalities  is  a  likely  product  of  an  ad- 
vanced industrial  society,  at  least  if  it  operates  with  the  kinds 
of  political  institutions  that  most  of  us  would  call  democratic. 
The  impact  of  Marx  and  Weber  on  habits  of  thought  about 
industrial  society  has  been  very  great,  even  among  non-Marxists 
and  non-Weberians,  and  both  men  lead  us  to  expect  that  an 
advanced  industrial  society  will  be  rather  neatly  and  consistently 
stratified  along  lines  shaped  by  economic  class  or  bureaucratic 
position.  I  believe  we  should  entertain  the  hypothesis  that  any 
industrial  society  in  an  advanced  stage  enters  on  a  profound 
change  that  can  be  held  back,  if  at  all,  only  by  a  most  vigorous 
and  oppressive  centralized  regime.  In  a  moderately  free  political 
system,  at  this  stage,  increasing  affluence,  widespread  education, 
impersonal  standards  of  recruitment,  incredible  specialization  of 
functions  and  skills,  the  varieties  of  popularity,  prestige,  and 
achievement,  standardization  of  consumer  goods,  social  and 
geographical  mobility,  and  probably  many  other  factors,  all 
tend  to  produce  a  pattern  of  dispersed  rather  than  cumulative 
inequalities.  The  advance  of  industrial  society  may  somewhat 
reduce  inequalities  in  political  resources;  it  does  not,  however, 
erase  them.  Nonetheless,  in  New  Haven,  and  I  think  in  Amer- 
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ican  society  generally,  these  inequalities  are  no  longer  cumula- 
tive. 

To  the  extent  that  inequalities  persist,  tendencies  toward 
oligarchy  also  exist  in  advanced  industrial  societies.  But  to  the 
extent  that  inequalities  are  dispersed  rather  than  cumulative  — 
as  I  am  suggesting  they  are  in  the  United  States  —  the  growth  of 
a  unified  oligarchy  is  inhibited.  For  the  pattern  of  dispersed 
inequalities  means  that  an  individual  or  a  group  at  a  disadvan- 
tage with  respect  to  one  resource  may  compensate  for  his 
handicap  by  exploiting  his  superior  access  to  a  different  re- 
source. In  New  Haven,  for  example,  for  the  past  half  century 
men  whose  main  political  resources  were  popularity  and  ethnic 
solidarity  have  been  able  to  win  elections.  Very  few  individuals 
or  groups  in  New  Haven,  and  I  believe  this  to  be  true  in  the 
United  States,  are  totally  lacking  in  political  resources  of  some 
kind. 

The  possibility  of  turning  to  alternative  kinds  of  resources 
would  be  less  significant  if  one  kind  of  resource  —  say  wealth 
or  social  standing  —  dominated  all  the  others,  in  the  sense  that 
a  person  or  group  superior  in  the  one  resource  would  invariably 
exert  superior  influence  in  a  conflict  with  persons  who  drew  on 
other  political  resources.  Yet  —  and  this  is  the  second  great 
limit  on  the  growth  of  oligarchy  —  this  is  simply  not  the  case, 
despite  a  tradition  of  economic  determinism  that  runs  in  a 
straight  line  from  Madison  to  Veblen,  Beard,  the  Lynds,  and  C. 
Wright  Mills.  Surely  if  the  New  Deal  demonstrated  anything,  it 
proved  that  leaders  with  popularity  and  votes  can  —  even  if 
they  do  not  always  do  so  —  carry  out  their  policies  despite  the 
opposition  of  leaders  supported  by  men  of  wealth  and  social 
standing.  This  is  a  point  that  was  perfectly  obvious  to  both 
Aristotle  and  Tocqueville,  who  considered  the  problem  in  the 
light  of  observations  made  on  radically  different  sorts  of  polit- 
ical systems. 

In  the  third  place,  individuals  or  groups  who  are  at  a  dis- 
advantage  in   their   access  to  resources   can   sometimes   com- 
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pensate  by  using  their  resources  at  a  relatively  high  level.  In 
New  Haven,  Negroes  who,  as  I  said  before,  are  more  active 
politically  than  any  other  identifiable  ethnic  group  in  the  city, 
have  overcome  some  of  the  disadvantages  imposed  by  their  in- 
comes, status,  and  occupations. 

Fourth,  an  individual  or  group  at  a  disadvantage  in  resources 
may  compensate  by  developing  a  high  level  of  political  skill. 
Fortunately  the  skills  required  in  electioneering  and  party  politics 
are  by  no  means  a  monopoly  of  any  stratum  in  the  community; 
one  might  even  conclude  that  leaders  drawn  from  the  well-to-do 
tend  to  be  somewhat  less  likely  to  develop  these  skills  to  a  high 
peak  of  proficiency  than  leaders  drawn  from  the  less-well-off 
strata  of  the  community.  In  fact,  many  sorts  of  politicking  run 
more  sharply  counter  to  the  norms  of  the  upper  strata  than  of 
the  lower  or  lower-middle  strata. 

Fifth,  a  group  of  citizens  each  of  whom  is  weak  in  political 
resources  may  compensate  by  combining  resources  so  that  in 
the  aggregate  these  are  formidable.  One  resource  that  can  be 
most  easily  aggregated  by  the  less-well-off  strata  is  the  ballot. 
In  New  Haveft,  historically  the  least  well-off  citizens  in  the  com- 
munity have  been  Negroes  and  members  of  various  immigrant 
groups  whose  circumstances  produce  a  unity  at  the  polls  that 
declines  as  assimilation  progresses.  This  unity  among  the  poo?; 
has  enabled  them  —  or  more  accurately,  perhaps,  their  leaders 
—  to  influence  nominations,  elections,  and  policies  (often,  to  be 
sure,  covert  rather  than  overt  policies)  despite  their  lowly 
status,  their  low  incomes,  and  their  poverty  in  many  other 
political  resources. 

Sixth,  competitive  elections  insure  that  elected  officials  at- 
tempt to  shape  their  covert  and  overt  policies  so  as  to  win 
elections,  hence  to  maximize  votes,  or  at  any  rate  to  gain  more 
votes  than  any  rival.  Consequently,  whenever  the  many  are 
believed  to  hold  views  on  government  policies  at  odds  with  the 
views  held  among  the  few,  there  exists  one  set  of  persons,  elected 
politicians,  who  are  strongly  impelled  to  win  votes  by  shaping 
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or  seeming  to  shape  governmental  policies  according  to  the 
views  of  the  many. 

The  system  would  be  easier  to  judge  either  if  it  did  not  fall 
so  far  short  of  the  goal  of  political  equality  —  or,  ironically, 
if  it  fell  much  shorter  than  it  does.  In  the  first  case  one  might 
conclude  that  we  possess  a  reasonable  approximation  of  political 
equality,  and  approve  the  fact;  in  the  other,  one  might  conclude 
that  we  have  an  oligarchy,  and  condemn  it  roundly.  But  in  my 
view  the  facts  do  not  permit  either  judgment. 

Some  of  you  might  draw  comfort  from  the  belief  that  the 
American  system,  if  I  have  described  it  rightly,  comes  close  to 
the  mixture  of  democracy  and  oligarchy  that  Aristotle  concluded 
was  "the  best  constitution  and  the  best  way  of  life  for  the 
majority  of  states  and  men,"  and  which  he  called  a  polity.  I 
cannot  forbear  quoting  here  a  few  lines  from  Barker's  transla- 
tion of  The  Politics. 

...  It  is  a  good  criterion  of  a  proper  mixture  of  democracy 
and  oligarchy  that  a  mixed  constitution  should  be  able  to  be 
described  indifferently  as  either.  ...  A  properly  mixed 
'polity'  should  look  as  if  it  contained  both  democratic  and 
oligarchical  elements  —  and  as  if  it  contained  neither.  It 
should  owe  its  stability  to  its  own  intrinsic  strength,  and  not 
to  external  support;  and  its  intrinsic  strength  should  be  de- 
rived from  the  fact,  not  that  a  majority  are  in  favor  of  its  con- 
tinuance .  .  .  ,  but  rather  that  there  is  no  single  section  in 
all  the  state  which  would  favor  a  change  to  a  different  con- 
stitution. ...  It  is  clear  from  our  argument,  first,  that  the 
best  form  of  political  society  is  one  where  power  is  vested 
in  the  middle  class,  and  secondly,  that  good  government  is 
attainable  in  those  states  where  there  is  a  large  middle  class 
—  large  enough,  if  possible,  to  be  stronger  than  both  of  the 
other  classes,  but  at  any  rate  large  enough  to  be  stronger  than 
either  of  them  singly,  (pp.  177,  178,  180) 

You  will  recall  also  Aristotle's  observation  that  polities  of 
this  kind  were  in  fact  rather  rare,  because  in  most  states  the 
middle  class  was  small,  and  both  the  masses  and  the  rich  sought 
to  install  the  constitution  most  favorable  to  them,  either  democ- 
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racy  or  oligarchy. 

For  those  who  do  not  want  to  yield  up  the  marvelous 
Utopian  objective  that  animated  the  Declaration  of  Independ- 
ence and  the  Gettysburg  address,  Aristotle's  words  will  scarcely 
give  complete  comfort.  Unless  we  abandon  the  ideal  of  political 
equality,  and  with  it  the  American  Dream,  I  do  not  see  how 
we  can  live  comfortably  with  the  inequalities  of  power  and 
political  resources  that  we  find  around  us.  Can  anyone  who 
holds  democratic  beliefs  remain  satisfied  with  the  American 
political  system  simply  because  it  is  not  an  oligarchy? 

Unfortunately,  however,  solutions  to  the  problem  of  political 
inequality  are  not  as  simple  as  they  may  have  seemed  to  many 
hopeful  democrats  a  century  or  more  ago.  In  order  to  eliminate 
large  inequalities  in  direct  influence  on  governmental  policies 
we  should  have  to  make  far-reaching,  indeed  revolutionary, 
alterations  in  the  character  of  modern  society,  such  as  the 
destruction  of  the  national  state  and  the  elimination  of  all  forms 
of  bureaucratic  organization  including  the  business  corporation. 
It  would  also  require  a  world  at  peace.  Even  then,  so  long  as 
individuals  had  different  motives,  interests,  and  skills,  sizable 
differences  in  direct  influence  undoubtedly  would  appear.  I  do 
not  believe  that  enough  people  are  interested  in  these  changes  — 
which  would  generate  their  own  train  of  uncertainties  and  im- 
pose great  costs  to  other  values  we  all  hold  —  to  make  it  worth 
the  effort  to  explore  them  here,  even  though  attempts  to  think 
through  these  problems  realistically  should  continue. 

Nor  should  one  be  misled  by  glib  solutions.  It  might  be 
argued,  for  example,  that  if  inequalities  in  direct  influence  are 
inevitable,  at  least  we  should  insure  that  there  is  equal  oppor- 
tunity to  gain  influence.  Many  persons  are  handicapped  in  the 
contest  for  office  and  influence  by  inequalities  in  resources  that 
can  be  reduced,  such  as  handicaps  stemming  from  gross  differ- 
ences in  income  and  inherited  wealth,  handicaps  arising  from 
inadequate  opportunities  for  education,  and  handicaps  arising 
from   discriminatory   practices    based   on   race,    ethnic    group, 
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religion,  or  social  class.  To  the  extent  that  these  are  remediable, 
surely  we  should  not  rest  on  our  oars  until  the  race  is  won. 

But  we  must  not  be  beguiled  into  assuming  that  equality  of 
opportunity  to  gain  influence  will  produce  equality  of  influence. 
In  fact,  we  are  reducing  and  probably  in  the  future  will  reduce 
even  more  many  old  inequalities  in  opportunities.  But  this 
merely  insures  that  individuals  will  start  out  more  or  less  even 
in  a  race  for  unequal  influence.  Even  a  modern  dictatorship  can 
achieve  that.  In  fact  some  dictatorships  seem  to  do  a  tolerably 
good  job  of  it.  It  might  be  thought,  too,  that  inequalities  in 
direct  influence  over  government  policies  could  be  reduced 
solely  to  legitimate  differences  in  the  relative  influence  of  gov- 
ernment officials,  particularly  elected  officials,  and  ordinary 
citizens.  No  one,  I  suppose,  would  quarrel  with  the  proposition 
that  the  President  or  the  Secretary  of  State  should  have  much 
greater  influence  over  foreign  policies,  because  of  official  posi- 
tion, than  any  other  citizen.  Yet  it  would  be  misleading  to  sup- 
pose that  we  are  likely  to  reach  a  state  of  affairs  in  which  reality 
corresponds  to  the  simple  model  of  democratic  representation 
whereby  appointive  officials  are  merely  the  agents  of  elected 
officials,  and  elected  officials  are  merely  the  agents  of  the 
majority.  For  in  many  sectors  of  policy,  including  most  of  the 
highly  critical  ones,  elected  and  appointive  officials  have  enor- 
mous leeway;  public  opinion  and  voting  often  provide  only  the 
vaguest  sort  of  guide  as  to  what  is  preferred  by  or  even  accept- 
able to  a  majority  of  voters.  Views  are  often  highly  plastic:  it 
is  not  so  much  the  elected  officials  who  are  the  agents  of  a 
majority  as  the  other  way  round  —  voters  wait  for  their  trusted 
leaders  to  indicate  what  lines  of  policy  should  be  followed. 

If  we  are  not  likely  —  at  least  in  the  present  state  of  national 
and  world  organization  —  to  reduce  very  greatly  the  enormous 
differences  that  now  exist  with  respect  to  direct  influences  on 
government  policies,  the  problem  of  indirect  influence  is  some- 
what more  manageable.  The  most  promising  means  for  pro- 
viding an  equal  though  indirect  influence  on  policies  is,  surely, 
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through  participation  in  nominations,  campaigns,  and  elections. 
Here  the  situation  strikes  me  as  a  very  hopeful  one,  for  political 
self-confidence  and  participation  are  so  much  a  function  of 
education  that  the  wide  diffusion  of  educational  opportunities 
is  likely  to  reduce  to  insignificance  many  of  the  differences  in 
political  participation  that  stem  from  socioeconomic  position 
rather  than  differences  in  personality.  (Perhaps  it  is  just  as  well 
that  the  differences  in  personality  still  elude  control.) 

Even  in  the  case  of  campaigns  and  elections,  however,  wide 
participation  is  no  cure-all.  A  formidable  problem  arises  be- 
cause of  the  enormous  differences  in  opportunities  for  influenc- 
ing the  voters  themselves.  The  problem  is  much  more  serious 
at  the  national  than  at  the  local  level,  for  it  is  incomparably 
more  expensive  and  more  difficult  to  obtain  a  national  hearing 
than  a  local  one.  Political  theory  has  barely  been  extended  to 
cover  this  problem;  in  particular,  liberal  democratic  theory  has 
often  started  with  the  assumption  that  the  preferences  of  in- 
dividuals, whether  voters  or  consumers,  should  be  taken  as 
given,  as  autonomous  to  the  individual  rather  than  socially 
determined.  To  be  sure,  Tocqueville,  Mill,  and  Bryce  all  looked 
beyond  the  individual  to  the  towering  influence  of  majority 
opinion  on  the  views  of  the  individual;  and  critics  at  the  right 
and  left  have  looked  beyond  the  majority  to  the  influence  on  its 
opinions  wielded  by  key  minorities  of  wealth,  status  and  skill. 
There  have  been  some  innovations,  like  equal  time,  and  more 
recently  the  famous  TV  debates  between  the  presidential  candi- 
dates. But  clearly  we  have  barely  begun  to  grapple  with  this 
problem. 

There  can  be  no  doubt,  then,  that  our  political  system  falls 
far  short  of  the  high  standards  of  performance  indicated  by  the 
criterion  of  political  equality.  No  one  who  places  a  high  value 
on  political  equality  can  afford  to  be  complacent  about  the 
achievements  of  the  American  political  system. 

Nonetheless,  it  is  misleading  in  the  extreme  to  interpret  the 
inequalities  of  power  that  mark  our  political  life  as  signs  of 
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oligarchy.  For  in  our  system  of  dispersed  inequalities,  almost 
every  group,  as  said  before,  has  access  to  some  resources  that  it 
can  exploit  to  gain  influence.  Consequently,  any  group  that  feels 
itself  badly  abused  is  likely  to  possess  both  the  resources  it  needs 
to  halt  the  abuse  and  the  incentive  to  use  these  resources  at  a 
high  enough  level  to  bring  about  changes.  Nearly  every  group 
has  enough  potential  influence  to  mitigate  harsh  injustice  to  its 
members,  though  not  necessarily  enough  influence  to  attain  a 
full  measure  of  justice.  The  system  thus  tends  to  be  self-correc- 
tive, at  least  in  a  limited  fashion.  If  equality  and  justice  are  rarely 
attained,  harsh  and  persistent  oppression  is  almost  always 
avoided.  To  this  extent,  the  system  attains  one  of  the  important 
ends  of  political  equality  without  the  means. 
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POWER  AND  DEMOCRACY: 
A  CRITICAL  DISCUSSION 

Howard  J.  Ehrlich 


The  purpose  of  this  chapter  is  to  bring  the  three  contributors 
together  for  a  critical  discussion  of  their  respective  views  on 
power  and  democracy.  The  discussion  which  followed  the  pre- 
sentation was  led  by  Professor  Howard  J.  Ehrlich.  Professor 
Ehrlich  proceeded  to  delineate  and  evaluate  the  major  themes 
in  the  papers  of  Dahl,  Drucker  and  Miller.  He  then  addressed 
specific  questions  to  the  discussants  relevant  to  these  themes 
and  each  of  the  discussants  responded  to  the  questions  and  to  the 
points  raised  by  the  other  discussants. 

Ehrlich  —  I  shall  exercise  my  prerogative  as  discussant  not  by 
discussing  all  three  papers  individually,  but  by  looking  at  the 
central  problems  that  they  raise. 

The  first  of  these  problems  is  the  question  of  conceptualizing 
power.  To  begin  with,  "power"  is  a  generic  concept  of  social 
science  —  a  facet  of  all  human  endeavors.  Though  we  are  here 
concerned  with  "political  power,"  we  ought  to  realize  that  such 
a  limitation  might  well  constrict  the  development  of  general 
theory  and  meaningful  research  design. 

One  of  our  first  problems  within  this  focus  is  that  of  specify- 
ing the  relationships  that  obtain  between  power  as  a  potential 
for  action  and  power  as  a  determinant  of  action  itself.  We  know 
that  the  holders  of  positions  of  potential  power  are  not  necessarily 
those  who  exercise  their  power  in  national  or  community  de- 
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cisions.  It  has  become  apparent,  moreover,  that  the  study  of 
political  power  must  be  focused  about  the  issues  under  conten- 
tion and  the  institutional  sectors  of  those  persons  or  groups  who 
seek,  legitimately  or  illegitimately,  to  control  the  decision-mak- 
ing processes.  I  shall  have  more  to  say  about  this  below. 

Related  to  this  concern  —  but  not  developed  by  the  members 
of  this  panel  —  is  what  I  shall  call  the  "issue  of  power  challenge." 
By  means  of  setting  the  stage  for  presentation  of  this  issue,  we 
need  to  emphasize  two  dimensions  of  American  social  life.  First, 
we  place  a  high  premium  on  conformity.  Second,  and  obviously 
related,  is  the  trend,  noted  by  both  Dahl  and  Miller,  of  institu- 
tions and  special-interest  groups  toward  taking  neutral  positions 
on  controversial  community  issues. 

The  fact  that  a  given  group  does  not  exercise  its  power- 
potential  under  existing  social  conditions  does  not  mean  ipso 
facto  that  it  has  not  been  potent  in  the  decision-making  process. 
The  sheer  fact  of  the  possession  of  a  power-potential  or  resource 
may  have  been  sufficient  to  determine  the  actions  of  others.  But 
we  do  react  to  the  potential  power  of  another,  and  we  do  attempt 
to  avoid  the  fearful  showdown,  the  distasteful  controversy,  by 
anticipating  the  reactions  of  those  in  possession  of  power  and  by 
acting  accordingly.  There  is  thus  no  reason  for  those  who  hold 
a  power-potential  to  exercise  their  power  unless,  and  only  un- 
less, their  domains  are  directly  challenged.  I  fail  to  see  how  the 
members  of  this  panel  have  taken  into  account,  in  their  own  re- 
search, this  complex  relationship  between  power  as  a  potential 
for  control  and  power  as  control  itself.  Although  Dahl's  analysis 
of  what  he  calls  "anticipatory  influence"  does  touch  upon  this 
problem,  it  is  by  no  means  sufficient  and  I  should  like  to  hear 
from  all  members  of  the  panel  on  this  issue. 

My  second  question  is  a  question  of  ideological  focus.  Two 
alternative  strategies  have  been  manifest  in  contemporary  politi- 
cal sociology.  On  the  one  hand,  one  may  begin  his  inquiry  by 
raising  the  question:  Who  has  the  power  and  what  special  or 
selfish  interests  are  being  served  by  its  exercise?  On  the  other 
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hand,  one  may  initiate  inquiry  on  the  basis  of  how  given  power- 
arrangements  come  to  be  developed,  and  what  communal  or 
societal  functions  are  being  served  by  the  operation  of  such  an 
arrangement.  Put  another  way,  one  may  focus  on  conflict  and 
cleavage,  or  one  may  focus  on  integration  and  function.  Clearly, 
the  selection  of  either  strategy  is  reflective  of  one's  prior  ideo- 
logical commitment,  and  determinative  of  the  sorts  of  data  one 
will  seek.  For  Miller  and  Drucker,  the  perspective  is  that  of  con- 
flict and  cleavage,  for  Dahl,  that  of  integration  and  function.  It 
is  of  interest  here  that  not  only  does  Dahl's  paper  stand  in  sharp 
opposition  to  the  others,  but  that  even  Miller  and  Drucker,  uti- 
lizing a  similar  strategy,  fail  to  agree  on  basic  issues.  I  think  that 
the  question  of  ideological  commitment  ought  to  be  brought  to 
the  fore;  and  I  shall  have  more  to  say  about  the  substance  of 
their  ideological  positions  as  we  continue. 

My  third  question  is  the  question  of  alienation.  One  of  the 
dominant  themes  in  intellectual  circles  today  is  that  of  alienation. 
With  its  best  known  introduction  in  the  sociological  writings  of 
Marx,  Durkheim,  and  Weber,  its  problems  are  by  no  means 
new.  That  concern  with  alienation  has  again  become  fashion- 
able is  a  matter  of  record;  but  that  such  concern  should  crop  up 
in  all  three  papers  suggests  to  me  that  it  is  worthy  of  some  con- 
sideration. 

One  of  the  major  undercurrents  of  Drucker's  essay,  stemming 
from  his  concern  with  individual  freedom,  is  his  conviction  that 
the  diffusion  of  political  power  in  society  has  led  to  a  sense  of 
powerlessness  on  the  part  of  its  members,  and  that  such  a  sense 
of  powerlessness  is  correlated  with,  if  not  in  fact  a  cause  of,  other 
forms  of  alienation.  Specifically,  he  addresses  himself  to  the  pre- 
sumed loss  of  identity  and  autonomy.  While  Dahl  does  not  go  as 
far  as  Drucker,  he  too  suggests  that  powerlessness,  this  sense  of 
feeling  alienated  from  the  means  of  political  control,  is  also  a 
necessary  concomitant  of  the  diffusion  of  political  power.  Thus, 
Dahl  suggests  that  those  failing  to  participate  in  the  decision- 
making process  because  their  immediate  goals  did  not  appear  to 
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be  involved,  often  develop  a  feeling  of  powerlessness  when  they 
later  discover  that  they  have  to  bear  the  consequences  of  decisions 
in  which  they  took  no  part.*  Miller,  in  contrast,  does  not  give 
currency  to  the  issue  of  powerlessness,  but  rather  introduces 
another  facet  of  alienation,  namely  anomie,  or  normlessness.  The 
intriguing  point  here  is  that  Miller  in  invoking  anomie  goes  well 
beyond  his  colleagues  in  suggesting  that  the  breakdown  of  the 
political  structure  of  the  community  is  in  part  a  function  of  the 
breakdown  of  the  normative  structure  of  the  community.  Anomie, 
then,  becomes  his  independent  variable  and  the  dispersion  of 
political  power  his  dependent  variable. 

My  fourth  question  is  a  question  of  power-arrangements  in 
a  democracy,  which  I  shall  divide  in  two.  The  first  I  call  the 


This  point  was  not  developed  by  Dahl  in  his  paper.  It 
emerged,  rather,  in  a  question  and  answer  period  following  his 
talk  when  he  spoke  briefly  about  the  "problem  of  consent"  in  a 
democratic  society.  Dahl  distinguished  several  dimensions  of  con- 
sent. At  one  extreme,  he  suggested,  are  those  people  who  are  vague 
and  uninformed  about  public  policy  and  who  do  nothing  about 
participating  in  the  decision-making  processes.  At  the  other  extreme 
are  those  who 'have  very  definite  and  concrete  ideas  about  public 
policy  and  who  participate  a  great  deal.  American  society  he 
characterized  as  being  distinguished  mainly  by  the  former  of  these 
extremes  —  by  passive  consent  and  an  extensive  lack  of  participa- 
tion. As  Dahl  states  it,  "[This]  means  that,  by  and  large,  the  people 
who  are  most  interested  and  most  concerned  about  an  area  of  policy 
are  the  ones  who  are  most  likely  to  be  active  in  it.  So  one  gets  a 
system  of  policy-making  in  which  the  people  .  .  .  whose  immediate 
interests  are  most  heavily  concerned  are  also  the  people  who  make 
the  policy.  This  is  a  small  minority  of  the  total  population.  .  .  .  [It] 
means  one  ends  up  with  a  very  much  larger  portion  of  the  population 
for  whom  consent,  or  in  some  cases  dissent,  is  passive.  Now  the 
unfortunate  consequence  of  this  is  that  time  and  time  again  it 
means  that  people  wake  up  and  discover  that  the  policies  that  were 
made  by  the  people  whose  immediate  and  direct  interests  were  in- 
volved have  consequences  for  them  that  they  dislike.  .  .  .  They 
may  ...  be  drawn  into  a  kind  of  disgruntled  feeling  about  the 
state  of  the  system,  that  this  system  is  run  by  people  who  don't 
pay  any  attention  to  people  like  me.  That,  it  seems  to  me,  helps 
give  rise  to  this  belief  that  there  is  a  power-elite."  Thus,  we  pay 
the  consequences  for  our  passive  consent. 
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"problem  of  effective  opposition."  Clearly,  one  of  the  vital,  yet 
unresolved,  questions  of  political  theory  is  that  of  the  kind  of 
resistance  permissible  in  a  democratic  society.  Does  a  national 
strike,  a  strike  in  a  vital  industry,  or  for  that  matter,  a  strike  of 
public  employees  represent  the  illegitimate  use  of  power?  Drucker 
has  suggested  certain  criteria  of  illegitimacy  in  his  paper:  dis- 
cipline, organization,  training,  capability  for  mass  action,  and 
control  of  scarce  resources.  But  certainly  Miller's  researches 
have  demonstrated  that  for  any  group  or  coalition  to  exercise 
successful  control  it  must  possess  these  characteristics  to  some 
degree.  How  much  and  what  kind  of  opposition  can  a  democratic 
political  system  permit  before  the  defeat  or  burgeoning  of  the 
opposition  groups  destroys  the  very  system  itself?  Drucker,  in  a 
question  period,  dismissed  the  question  of  the  criteria  of  illegiti- 
macy, appealing  to  some  core  agreement  or  to  some  intuitive  feel- 
ings about  what  constitutes  legitimacy  and  illegitimacy.  Since  I 
do  not  share  these  intuitive  feelings,  I  shall  call  upon  him  to 
make  them  explicit. 

The  second  question  I  call  the  "problem  of  governmental 
domain."  The  problems  of  suburban  sprawl,  recognized  by  all  of 
our  panelists,  confront  us  with  the  problem  of  what  new  political 
arrangements  are  necessary  for  coping  with  the  changing  eco- 
nomic and  geographic  bases  of  the  metropolis.  This  problem, 
however,  is  but  a  small  example  of  the  continuing  and,  I  suspect, 
increasing  difficulty  of  the  relationships  that  obtain,  or  ought  to 
obtain,  among  all  levels  and  units  of  government  in  a  large- 
scale  industrial  society.  Can  we  have  both  a  strong  central 
government  and  a  strong  local  government  as  Drucker  suggests? 
Does  this  question  even  make  sense?  Or  can  we  reconstitute  the 
power  of  the  local  community  in  accord  with  Miller's  proposals? 
For  that  matter,  can  we  operate  at  all  within  the  existing  political 
units  and  boundaries?  I  submit  that  the  changes,  the  almost  rev- 
olutionary developments  in  modern  American  society,  chal- 
lenge for  the  first  time  in  this  century  our  whole  conception  of 
democratic  government.  And  if  the  members  of  the  panel  will 
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forgive  my  raising  such  a  basic  issue,  which,  though  I  think  this 
has  been  implicit  in  all  of  their  presentations,  I  suggest  that  part 
of  our  dilemma  is  that  we  are  no  longer  certain  of  the  limits  of 
governmental  responsibility.  Two  consequences  which  have 
flowed  from  our  uncertainty  and  ambivalence  have  been  the 
growth  of  the  fourth  estate  —  that  is,  the  shifting  of  political 
control  to  administrative  agencies,  and  the  increasing  trend  in 
local  government  not  to  initiate  action  but  to  act  only  after  power 
mobilization  has  taken  place  in  the  community.  This  may  be 
good  politics,  but  it  is  certainly  poor  government. 

My  fifth  question  is  the  question  of  the  effectiveness  of  govern- 
ment. It  seems  to  me  quite  likely  that  many  kinds  of  power-ar- 
rangements can  operate  compatibly  within  a  democratic  frame- 
work. Effectiveness  is  thus  dependent  upon  one's  personal  model 
of  power-arrangements.  Whatever  these  models  may  be,  it  is 
obvious  that  the  evaluation  one  places  on  the  existing  political 
structure  depends  also  on  how  one  perceives  that  structure.  Dahl 
and  Miller  quite  obviously  do  not  share  each  other's  observations 
about  the  nature  of  the  existing  power-structures,  so  that  even  if 
they  shared  the  same  model  of  power  —  which  they  do  not  — 
they  would  be  forced  into  different  evaluations  of  the  effective- 
ness of  the  existing  structures.  For  Miller,  local  government  is  a 
relatively  weak  power-center,  dominated  in  most  communities 
and  on  most  issues  by  business,  with  the  power  of  most  other 
groups  significantly  neutralized  and  curtailed.  For  Dahl,  political 
power,  rather  than  being  a  constant,  is  relative  to  the  issues  at 
hand  and  different  issues  call  forth  different  parties  of  interests. 
Few  groups  lack  some  political  resource  by  which  they  may 
exercise  some  control. 

My  sixth  question  is  a  question  of  methodology .  I  am  not 
going  to  touch  the  thorny  and  highly  specialized  question  of  how 
one  locates  and  identifies  those  who  hold  and  exercise  power. 
This  is  an  issue  of  limited  concern.  There  is  a  prior  and  more 
fundamental  methodological  question  —  that  of  the  social  con- 
ditions that  determine  or  give  rise  to  different  power-arrange- 
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ments.  Instead  of  simply  going  in  and  looking  at  the  existing 
power-arrangements  we  should  ask  the  prior  question:  What  are 
the  characteristics  of  communities  or  nations  that  give  rise  to 
given  power-arrangements?  Clearly,  the  answer  here  must  be 
based  on  comparative  research,  on  a  model  of  experimentation. 
Historical  research  is  necessary  but  not  sufficient  for  such  an 
experimental  model.  If  Dahl  wishes  to  use  New  Haven  illustra- 
tively, it  is  all  right,  but  this  is  not  demonstration.  Miller  has 
been  very  much  aware  of  this;  in  fact,  in  his  book,  Industry, 
Labor  and  Community,  he  makes  a  rather  strong  point  of  the 
need  for  comparative  research.  He  has  indeed  attempted  to  do 
it;  but  I  am  not  clear  as  to  his  reasons  for  attempting  it  as  he 
did.  Why  choose  Pacific  City  and  English  City?  To  what  extent 
do  these  cities  constitute  a  scientifically  legitimate  utilization  of  a 
comparative  research  design? 

My  seventh  question  is  a  question  of  ethics,  the  ethics  of 
study.  We  are  studying  living  people,  living  groups,  living 
societies;  and  in  studying  them  and  eliciting  their  co-operation, 
we  have  certain  ethical  and  moral  responsibilities.  What  are  the 
consequences  for  Pacific  City,  English  City,  New  Haven,  El 
Paso,  Juarez,  and  the  many  other  communities  which  have  been 
and  are  now  being  studied?  What  are  the  consequences  of  the 
published  reports  we  present  them?  Surely  the  question  of  power 
is  a  question  within  the  public  domain,  but  certainly  there  are 
going  to  be  individual  and  societal  consequences  of  such  study. 
Surely,  too,  we  must  enter  into  some  agreement  with  the  people 
we  study  as  to  how  we  may  report  our  findings.  Let  me  give  an 
illustration.  An  anonymous  town  called  "Springdale"  somewhere 
in  New  York  State,  was  investigated  by  two  rather  ingenious 
political  sociologists.  The  consequences  of  the  publication  of 
their  book  resulted  in  the  authors  being  hung  in  effigy;  their 
book  was  paraded  down  Main  Street  atop  a  hay  wagon  loaded 
with  horse  manure.  The  real  issue  was  the  failure  of  the  re- 
searchers to  inform  the  community  as  to  how  they  intended  to 
utilize  their  research  findings.  The  members  of  the  community 
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were  highly  embarrassed  by  the  negative  picture  painted  of  them 
in  the  research  report. 

Finally,  I  raise  the  question  of  justice.  I  think  that  few  will 
argue  with  Drucker  that  justice  cannot  be  responsibly  dispensed 
by  administrative  agencies  and  that  it  is  increasingly  being 
done.  Certainly  we  are  reaching  the  crisis  stage  with  respect  to 
the  structure  of  our  judicial  and  law  enforcement  institutions. 
The  structure  of  our  courts  is  inadequate  for  our  present  needs, 
and  the  growing  web  of  unsystematically  developed,  vague, 
ambiguous  laws  has  further  enmeshed  our  judiciary  in  debate 
and  delay.  Our  police  systems  have  grown,  duplicated,  become 
more  efficient  and  more  effective.  Professional  schools  of  police 
administration  have  appeared.  At  the  same  time  their  growth  and 
duplication  is  alarming.  In  1950,  the  best  estimate  I  could  find 
showed  40,000  separate  and  distinct  police  agencies  in  the 
United  States  (one  of  the  largest  of  these  being  an  arm  of  an 
administrative  agency,  the  New  York  Port  Authority).  Un- 
fortunately, the  growth  of  police,  the  ambiguity  and  changing 
character  of  law,  delay  and  breakdown  of  judicial  process,  and 
the  no  longer  clear  distinction  in  contemporary  society  between 
the  observers  and  the  violators  of  law,  present  us  with  fundamen- 
tal problems.  Drucker  asserts  that  there  is  some  necessary  and 
essential  relationship  between  the  judiciary  and  the  persistence 
of  democratic  government.  This  is  of  course  the  case,  but  surely 
we  must  confront  the  nature  of  this  relationship,  and  here,  given 
time,  I  shall  present  this  question  to  our  panel. 

As  a  matter  of  procedure,  we  shall  begin  again  on  my  ques- 
tions now  that  they  have  been  stated.  I  should  like  to  start 
with  Professor  Miller  on  the  question  of  conceptualizing  power. 
I  accused  Miller  of  not  taking  into  consideration,  or  at  least  of 
not  demonstrating  that  he  took  into  consideration,  the  issue  of 
power  as  potential  and  the  relationship  between  potential  power 
and  its  exercise. 


Miller 


—  This  question  brings  to  the  fore  the  principal  con- 
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troversy  over  the  method  in  which  we  shall  try  to  identify  com- 
munity power.  There  are  three  distinct  ways  in  which  one  can 
look  for  power  in  a  community  setting.  One  can  look  for 
potential  power-offices,  that  is  to  say,  for  the  heads  of  the 
largest  manufacturing  plants,  the  heads  of  the  large  banks,  the 
heads  of  the  largest  mercantile  establishments,  the  superinten- 
dent of  schools,  the  heads  of  the  largest  church  agencies  of  the 
biggest  churches  in  town,  and  others  in  that  category.  This  kind 
of  search  for  potential  power-offices  represents  one  possible 
approach.  I  have  made  out  a  schedule  of  such  power-offices,  as 
have  a  few  other  researchers.  We  can  affix  the  names  of  the 
people  who  occupy  those  offices,  and  we  can  say  that  here  are  the 
people  who  speak  for  the  major  institutional  sectors  of  the  com- 
munity. Therefore,  they  surely  must  be  the  power-holders  of  this 
community,  the  people  that  are  most  influential  in  initiating  and 
sanctioning  policy. 

A  second  method  is  to  inquire  among  knowledgeable  people 
whom  they  believe  to  hold  power.  It  is  probably  best  to  ask  so- 
called  Top  Influentials  whom  they  consider  to  be  the  most 
powerful  among  them.  Whether  the  city  is  a  city  of  a  half  mil- 
lion or  thirty  thousand,  it  is  almost  equally  possible  to  find  ten, 
twelve,  or  fifteen  people  whom  the  entire  community  nominates 
over  and  over  again  as  the  people  possessing  the  most  influence. 
They  have  the  reputation  of  power.  How  did  they  get  it?  People 
judge  differently,  of  course.  They  see  people  active  in  community 
life.  Most  of  those  nominated  belong,  in  a  place  like  Pacific 
City,  to  an  average  of  fifteen  different  organizations.  They  are 
directors  in  investment  houses,  in  banks;  they  are  in  almost  all 
the  important  social  organizations;  they  are  active  in  civic 
organizations;  they  are  active  in  community  projects. 

A  third  method  consists  in  following  issues.  This  means,  of 
course,  that  one  can  try  to  follow  the  chain  of  individuals  who 
are  taking  part  in  the  development  of  an  upcoming  issue.  Some 
researchers  have  followed  issues  after  they  have  been  resolved, 
i.e.,  in  retrospective  investigation.  1  was  asked  how  I  view  power. 
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In  fact  I've  been  accused  of  not  viewing  power  as  potential. 
Quite  the  opposite  is  true:  The  main  method  on  which  I  have 
relied  has  been  the  reputational-associational  method.  This  in- 
volves identifying  those  people  who  are  believed  to  be  most  in- 
fluential. Persons  nominated  as  influentials  are  asked  the  ques- 
tion: If  you  were  the  chairman  of  a  committee  which  was  to 
make  policy,  or  at  least  to  gather  advice  for  a  leading  policy- 
maker, and  if  you  wanted  to  get  the  fullest  support  of  the  com- 
munity, what  people  would  you  nominate  on  the  committee? 
We  asked  that  of  businessmen,  of  churchmen,  of  educators,  or 
anyone  who  is  acknowledged  to  be  influential  in  the  community. 
The  answers  which  come  forth  identify  a  set  of  Key  Influentials 
or  Top  Influentials.  Now  this  is  power-potential  and  it  is  precisely 
what  I  have  tried  to  do.  I  have  not  used  the  list  of  potential 
officeholders,  because  studies  made  between  those  nominated 
by  repute  and  those  simply  occurring  as  the  chief  holders  of 
office  show  that  the  correlation  is  quite  low,  maybe  a  50  per 
cent  overlap.  At  least  half  of  those  potential  officeholders  do  not 
attain  nomination  on  the  basis  of  their  reputation  for  power. 
The  reason  they  do  not  is  because  the  only  avenue  to  power 
open  to  those  seeking  it  is  activity.  Activity  is  essential.  The  as- 
pirant to  power  must  be  present  in  the  arenas  of  community  de- 
cision-making; he  must  stand  up  and  be  counted  on  isues  or 
projects  or  at  least  he  must  be  seen  and  noted.  There  are  many 
people  who  hold  potential-power  positions  who  do  not  function; 
they  are  simply  not  active,  they  withdraw  —  and  the  withdrawers 
tend  to  be  in  the  religious  sector,  in  the  educational  sector,  in 
the  mass  communications  sector.  The  ones  who  are  really  active 
tend  to  be  in  the  business  and  in  the  labor  sector.  So  I  would 
say  that  I  have  been  very  much  concerned  with  power  as  a  poten- 
tial, and  I  think  it  is  the  quickest  and  most  effective  way  to  get 
the  pattern  for  a  community. 

The  leaders  of  repute  are  people  who  have  been  known  over 
a  lifetime  of  action;  they  have  been  watched  over  many,  many 
issues;  and,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  these  leaders  in  Pacific  City  and 
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English  City  are  people  who  on  the  average  have  lived  20  to  25 
years  in  these  communities.  Now,  simply  to  examine  a  given 
issue  that  is  currently  running  only  takes  a  little  slice  out  of  the 
power-structure.  By  the  way,  it  is  very  difficult  to  follow  such  an 
issue.  One  can  be  very  easily  misled.  Not  much  of  a  pattern 
emerges,  because  the  only  way  to  get  a  pattern  for  a  community 
is  to  watch  a  whole  series  of  issues,  which  takes  a  very  long  time. 
I  know  of  no  researcher  who  has  done  what  he  ought  to  do  if  he 
takes  the  issue  approach.  This,  of  course,  is  the  approach  of 
active  power.  I  do  not  think  that  it  is  as  effective  for  the  re- 
searcher as  the  reputational  method. 

Ehrlich  —  I  know,  Professor  Dahl,  that  you  have  some  com- 
ments on  this.  When  you  are  addressing  yourself  to  the  question 
of  issues,  I  hope  you  will  tell  us  how  you  came  to  choose  the 
issues  you  did  and,  perhaps,  why  you  think  that  these  issues  are 
representative  of  all  the  issues  which  confront  the  community. 

Dahl  —  The  problem  that  has  always  bothered  me  about  the 
reputational  method  is  its  latent  circularity.  Miller  says  that  he 
gets  a  group  of  influentials  who  then  nominate  Key  Influentials. 
How  do  you  know  whether  they  are  influentials?  What  is  the 
test  of  it?  Do  you  ask  of  other  people  whether  they  are  influential, 
and  how  do  you  test  the  projections  of  these  other  people?  This 
could  go  on  ad  infinitum.  I  do  not  see  it  as  an  objective  test  by 
which  we  know  whether  the  people  who  finally  get  on  his  list 
are  influential  or  not.  Speaking  rigorously,  all  we  could  say 
would  be  that  Miller  has  a  list  of  people  who  have  reputations 
for  influence  —  and  we  would  never  say  anything  more  than 
that,  for,  this  is  actually  all  we  know.  If  I  were  to  be  rigorous  in 
my  use  of  language  about  my  people,  I  would  say  that  I  have  a 
list  of  people  who  have  initiated  or  vetoed  alternatives  with  re- 
spect to  these  domains,  or  these  scopes,  over  this  period  of  time. 
I  would  not  say  anything  more.  There  might  be  a  great  deal  of 
growth  in  precision  if  we  would  stop  talking  about  power  and 
influence,  and  instead  use  the  exact  operational  language  that 
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specifies  what  we  did.  Then,  too,  what  has  also  worried  me  about 
the  reputational  approach  is  not  inherent  to  it,  but  seems  to  be  a 
characteristic  of  its  actual  use.  It  is  the  failure  to  ask  the  key 
questions  in  such  a  way  as  to  discover  if  it  is  true  that  people  who 
are  influential  in  one  area  are  not  influential  in  another.  Now  it 
may  be  that  this  is  not  the  case,  but  questions  ought  certainly  to 
be  so  designed  that  if  it  is  the  case  the  question  would  enable  one 
to  find  out.  I  am  persuaded  that  if  the  question  is  phrased  in  the, 
general  way  in  which  Miller  has  asked  his  questions,  it  would 
be  impossible  to  find  out  even  if  power  were  specialized  by 
sector.  I  think  we  ought  also  to  be  very  rigorous  about  the  whole 
problem  of  power-potential.  It  is  easier  to  be  rigorous  conceptual- 
ly, I  may  say,  than  it  is  in  research.  Ehrlich  has  asked  a  very 
penetrating  question  that  goes  to  the  heart  of  the  whole  problem. 
What  do  we  mean  when  we  say  that  somebody  has  the  potential 
to  influence  somebody  else,  or  that  a  group  has  the  potential  to 
influence  somebody  else?  This  is  evidently  different  from  saying 
that  this  person  or  this  group  has  won  on  an  issue,  or  that  this  is 
a  particular  issue  on  which  the  person  or  group  did  so  and  so. 
What  conditions  do  we  have  to  specify  in  order  to  be  rigorously 
precise  in  meaning?  It  seems  to  me  that  we  have  to  specify,  first 
of  all,  the  group,  category,  or  class  of  persons.  We  have  to 
specify  the  group  of  people  we  are  talking  about  —  whether 
they  are  businessmen,  labor  leaders  or  something  else.  Next,  we 
have  to  specify  what  resources  we  expect  the  members  of  this 
category  to  have  at  their  disposal.  If  we  are  talking  about  busi- 
nessmen, can  we  make  some  estimate  of  what  sort  of  political 
resources  they  have  at  their  disposal?  Third,  we  have  to  make 
a  further  statement  as  to  the  level  at  which  we  expect  the  mem- 
bers of  this  category  to  use  their  resources  under  these  circum- 
stances. It  doesn't  mean  much  to  say,  for  example,  that  the 
power-potential  of  businessmen  is  higher  than  labor's  unless  we 
specify  that  businessmen  are  going  to  use  their  resources  at 
maximum,  or  half  of  maximum  —  for  instance,  use  all  the  money 
they  have  for  politics,  or  use  half  the  money  they  have.  The  state- 
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ment  without  a  reference  to  the  level  of  resource  use  isn't  mean- 
ingless, but  it  is  very  inexact.  In  the  next  place  we  have  to 
specify  something,  even  if  only  in  a  very  general  sort  of  way, 
as  to  what  we  expect  their  level  of  political  skill  is.  Do  these  men 
really  know  what  they  are  doing,  or  are  they  blundering  idiots  in 
the  field  of  politics?  If  they  lack  skill,  it  may  not  matter  if  they 
spend  a  million  dollars.  Then  we  have  to  ask  another  question: 
What  do  we  expect  to  be  the  degree  of  co-operation  or  unity 
among  them?  If  the  people  in  our  category  —  businessmen,  say 
—  are  all  using  their  resources  at  a  very  high  level  of  skill,  but 
if  they  are  using  these  resources  in  opposition  to  one  another, 
then  we  would  expect  certain  consequences  to  follow  that  would 
be  different  from  what  these  would  be  if  they  were  using  their 
resources  in  co-operation.  Finally,  if  we  want  to  be  rigorous 
about  this,  we  not  only  have  to  specify  what  we  expect  to  happen 
under  all  of  these  conditions  but  we  have  to  specify  the  state  of 
resource  use  and  its  skill,  and  the  combination  in  all  of  the  other 
significant  sectors  of  the  community.  We  can't  simply  say  that 
the  businessman  under  such  and  such  circumstances  is  going  to 
be  powerful,  unless  we  specify  what  it  is  the  laboring  people  are 
doing,  or  what  it  is  the  average  voter  is  doing,  or  what  the  small 
businessman  is  doing,  or  what  half  a  dozen  other  kinds  of  groups 
in  the  community  are  doing.  Now,  what  I  say  is  this:  Depending 
upon  the  conditions  which  you  specify,  you  can  point  to  any 
group  in  the  community  and  say  that  it  is  potentially  a  dominant 
group  in  the  community.  There  are  no  absolutely  unreasonable 
conditions  that  would  make  it  impossible  to  contend  that  any 
numerous  group,  under  certain  circumstances  in  the  use  of  its 
resources  and  skills,  wouldn't  be  a  dominant  group  in  the  com- 
munity. But  we  cannot,  I'm  saying,  make  any  sort  of  general 
prediction  about  what  is  likely  to  happen  unless  we  are  basing 
it  on  past  experience.  I  know  of  no  other  way  of  deriving  a 
prediction  about  the  future  that  isn't  simply  working  out  of  a 
theoretical  model.  As  I  was  saying  a  moment  ago,  we  can  have 
different  theoretical  workings-out  of  this  problem  depending  on 
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the  conditions  specified,  but  if  we  want  to  draw  on  experience 
then  we  have  to  draw  on  what  has  happened  in  the  past  in  the 
community.  It  seems  to  me  that  on  this  ground  Miller's  con- 
ception of  potential  and  my  conception  of  potential  are  very 
different.  I'm  aware  of  the  fact  that  many  people  have  a  strong 
concept  of  the  power-potential  of  various  groups  in  the  com- 
munity —  the  businessman,  the  Masons,  the  Catholic  Church,  or 
the  Negro,  or  any  one  of  a  dozen  groups  —  but  it  is  critically 
necessary  if  they  want  to  talk  about  their  potential,  that  they 
specify  all  of  the  conditions  that  I  have  named,  not  only  with 
respect  to  the  one  group  but  also  with  respect  to  the  conditions 
that  are  likely  to  pertain  to  all  of  the  other  groups  in  the  com- 
munity. 

Ehrlich  —  In  taking  issues,  in  part,  as  your  focus,  how  is  it 
that  you  select  your  issues,  and  what  evidence  can  you  muster 
to  the  effect  that  these  issues  truly  represent  the  universe  of 
issues  that  confront  communities? 

Dahl  —  I  don't  think  it  is  possible  to  specify  the  universe  of 
issues  in  a  community  with  any  great  degree  of  exactness.  We 
don't  really  know  what  this  universe  is.  However,  we  can  do 
something  like  this:  We  can  take  some  sectors  about  which  there 
would  be  little  dissent  —  if  anybody  were  asked  —  regarding 
their  importance  over  the  last  few  years.  In  the  case  of  New 
Haven  we  chose  public  schools  because  they  take,  year  in  and 
year  out.  the  largest  amount  out  of  the  city  budget.  We  took  ur- 
ban redevelopment  because  so  much  had  been  happening  in  New 
Haven.  We  took  political  nominations  because  it  seemed  to  us 
that  it  was  important  to  know  how  people  got  into  office.  On  the 
other  hand,  there  were  some  important  areas  which  we  neglected, 
and  I  regret  that  we  did  neglect  them.  We  neglected  the  Com- 
munity Chest,  and  we  didn't  do  very  much  about  welfare  de- 
cisions. Then  in  the  middle  of  our  research,  a  charter  proposal 
was  turned  down.  It  was  perfectly  clear  to  us  that  we  had  to 
know  why  this  was  turned  down,  so  we  reconstructed  that  de- 
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cision  in  great  detail.  There  is,  then,  a  certain  arbitrary  element 
in  this  selection.  Ideally,  what  one  would  like  to  say  either  is 
that  he  has  chosen  all  the  aspects  in  which  the  government  acts 
or  he  has,  in  some  sense,  chosen  a  representative  sample.  Since 
it  is  very  difficult  to  know  what  is  meant  here  by  a  representative 
sample,  one  ought  ideally  to  choose  all  of  them.  This  is  im- 
possible, however,  because  time  is  lacking.  Once  these  sectors 
have  been  specified,  however,  all  that  can  really  be  said  at  the 
end  of  the  research  is  that  in  these  sectors  this  is  the  pattern  of 
influence  found.  By  the  choosing  of  several  different  sectors,  if 
it  is  found  that  influence  is  specialized  with  respect  to  these 
different  sectors,  at  least  it  becomes  clear,  even  if  nothing  else  is 
known,  that  there  isn't  a  single  homogeneous  power-elite.  In 
order  to  test  the  hypothesis  that  there  is  a  single  homogeneous 
power-elite,  it  doesn't  much  matter  what  is  chosen  as  long  as 
long  as  three  or  four  different  sectors  are  chosen  and  concen- 
trated on.  Once  the  sector  to  be  examined  has  been  selected,  it 
is  no  longer  so  difficult  to  choose  the  specific  issues  or  decisions 
in  a  somewhat  nonarbitrary  but  not  entirely  defensible  way. 
Then  the  people  who  participated  in  a  specific  issue  or  decision 
in  a  fairly  salient  way  are  asked:  What  do  you  people  regard  as 
the  most  important  things  that  have  happened,  or  the  most 
important  issues  that  you  have  engaged  in,  in  the  last  decade? 
Perhaps  about  ten  major  issues  in  each  sector  will  be  found 
which  can  then  be  followed  through  —  partly  with  documents, 
but  mainly  by  interviewing  and  reconstructing  from  the  people 
who  participated.  The  next  question  to  be  answered  is,  what 
sort  of  people  were  the  most  influential  in  these  issues  —  in  the 
sense  that,  from  the  historical  record,  they  are  found  to  have 
been  relatively  successful  in  initiating  or  vetoing  policy  proposals. 

Miller  —  I'd  like  to  comment  on  that.  Professor  Dahl  said  today 
if  a  study  of  issues  led  to  a  designation  of  the  same  influence- 
leaders  as  one  got  through  the  reputational  method,  then  ob- 
viously we  were  talking  not  about  different  power-structures  but 
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the  same  power-structure.  Now  I  am  not  opposed  to  the  issue 
approach.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  practically  all  researchers  have 
combined  the  reputational  and  issue  approach.  Floyd  Hunter 
did  this  in  Regional  City;  he  did  this  in  Salem,  Massachusetts; 
he  did  this  in  his  study  of  top  leadership.  I,  too,  sought  in  any 
way  I  could  the  issues  with  which  the  Key  Influentials  had  been 
associated.  There  is  one  thing,  though,  I  think  we  can  be  misled 
about.  Dahl  has  just  spoken  about  finding  a  number  of  issues  in 
different  sectors,  because  he's  got  that  concept  in  his  head.  Now, 
my  concept  is  different.  What  I  would  like  to  find  is  the  issue 
that  shakes  the  community  from  top  to  bottom.  I  found  just  one 
in  my  lifetime,  the  "right-to-work"  petition  in  the  State  of 
Washington.  In  this  kind  of  issue  most  of  the  leaders  in  major 
institutional  sectors  took  a  stand.  The  Catholic  Church  said  this 
was  a  moral  issue  and  opposed  a  right-to-work  amendment.  The 
Democratic  party  came  out  blatantly  and  strongly  against  it,  and 
of  course  the  labor  unions  stood  shoulder  to  shoulder  in  opposi- 
tion to  it.  And  opposed  to  them  were  the  business  groups  of  the 
community,  the  largest  business  groups  as  well  as  some  of  the 
small  industrial  and  mercantile  groups.  In  this  instance  you  see 
the  power-structure  now  because  it's  revealed.  What  is  revealed? 
The  Key  Influentials,  the  community  organizations  and  associ- 
ations which  take  stands,  and  some  of  the  resources  that  can  be 
marshalled.  I  am  concerned  that  Professor  Dahl  may  be  deceived 
by  a  spatter  of  nonsalient  issues  which  cannot  display  the  true 
structure  of  community  power.  He  may  not  be  identifying  the 
Top  Influentials.  When  you  have  an  issue  it  may  very  well  be 
that  in  the  initial  stage  the  question  of  who  will  serve  on  the 
committee  will  come  before  the  upper-limits  people.  They  may 
say:  Well,  let's  have  the  dirty  work  done,  the  leg  work  done,  by 
lower-limits  or  understructure  personnel.  The  mayor  may  ap- 
point some  of  these.  Very  often  the  president  of  the  Chamber  of 
Commerce,  the  presidents  of  Rotary  and  Kiwanis,  are  "comers." 
They  are  understructure;  "their  heads  are  up."  They're  active, 
their  names  are  in  the  paper  but  they  are  not  really  upper-limits 
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people.  You  can  follow  issues,  but  if  these  issues  are  carried  by 
understructure  or  lower-limits  people,  you  may  be  misled. 
They're  just  understructure,  and  though  they're  out  there  doing 
the  leg  work,  they  may  not  have  the  sanction  of  the  upper-limits 
people.  What  you've  got  to  do  is  to  have  an  issue  that  agitates  this 
entire  structure  so  the  real  influentials  appear.  They  must  take 
stands.  It's  known  that  they  are  in  this  thing:  They  have  con- 
tributed money,  they  make  a  statement  in  the  paper,  they're  seen 
together  on  a  committee  which  is  discussing  this  thing.  Then 
you  know  that  this  group  is  on  hand.  Issues  must  be  sanctioned, 
must  be  initiated,  must  win  the  support  eventually  of  the  upper- 
limits  personnel. 

Drucker  —  I  hope  it  is  permissible  for  a  nonsociologist  to  say 
that  he  will  not  accept  the  term  "influentials,"  does  not  believe 
in  it,  and  that  all  our  experience  has  indicated  that  there  is  no 
such  animal.  I  submit  that  this  concept  of  the  "influentials"  is 
a  completely  misunderstood  and  mistaken  analogy  taken  from 
early  anthropological  study  of  some  primitive  tribes  which  had 
only  one  culture.  Any  more  developed  society  has  a  multitude  of 
cultures  and  in  each  culture  you  have  entirely  different  decision- 
makers and  entirely  different  decisions  to  handle.  The  real  nub 
of  the  political  process  is,  what  culture  is  relevant?  Where  does 
this  issue  belong?  That  determines  who  has  the  standing  on  it, 
not  the  other  way  around.  Then,  as  an  old  politician,  I  must  say 
I'm  surprised  at  the  lack  of  recognition  that  what  issues  are  im- 
portant and  what  issues  are  relevant  is  very  largely  a  result  of 
individual  personalities.  There  is  such  a  thing  as  leadership,  and 
it  makes  a  difference.  Don't  compare  Pacific  City  which  has 
never  in  its  life  known  any  leadership,  as  an  overgrown  lumber 
camp,  with  what  is  the  oldest,  next  to  Venice,  maritime  oligarchy 
in  the  world,  namely  English  City,  which  has  an  unbroken  his- 
tory of  being  a  merchant  city  from  before  Roman  times.  There 
you  are  comparing  a  situation  in  which  one  individual  can  make 
a  tremendous  impact,  because  society  is  still  exceedingly  un- 
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formed,  with  a  completely  stylized  situation  where  the  only  im- 
pact an  individual  can  make  is  by  moving  away  from  it.  You 
can't  compare  the  two.  Personalities  and  history  do  make  a 
difference,  and  of  the  two  personality  makes  a  greater  difference. 

Ehrlich  —  I  shall  turn  this  next  question  first  to  our  political 
theorist.  What  seems  to  you  to  be  the  differences  in  the  ideol- 
ogical focus  that  characterize  the  panel,  and  perhaps  even  those 
political  sociologists  who  are  sociologists  and  those  who  are 
political  scientists? 

Dahl  —  Let  me  say  that  I  am  glad  that  I  have  been  readmitted 
to  the  political  science  fraternity.  I  have  been  read  out  of  the 
political  science  profession  by  many  people,  and  twice  at  least 
today  by  my  honored  colleague,  Drucker. 

On  the  question  of  ideological  focus,  I'm  not  sure  that  the 
ideological  differences  are  perhaps  as  sharp  as  your  comments 
are  implying.  There  is  a  difference,  though  I'm  not  sure  that  it 
is  ideological  as  much  as  it  is  a  difference  in  conceptions  of  the 
key  characteristics  of  society  that  comes  about  from  differences 
in  training  and  in  the  kind  of  things  we  are  accustomed  to  read 
and  to  look  at.  I  think  the  sort  of  people  who  have  been  looking 
at  communities  in  my  way  are  predisposed  to  believe  that 
American  society  is  pluralistic  and  lacking  in  tightly  integrated 
centers.  I  think  the  people  who  look  at  it  in  Miller's  way  are 
predisposed  quite  the  other  way:  They  do  expect  to  find  an 
integrated  center  somewhere.  Secondly,  we  pluralists  are  more 
likely  to  assume  that  ordinarily  in  an  American  community 
there  isn't  a  great  deal  of  conflict  and  cleavage,  that  communities 
are  more  consensual  in  character  than  they  are  divided.  These 
are  empirical  questions,  however,  and  the  only  way  we  can 
establish  the  facts  is  by  asking  the  right  questions. 

Miller  has  suggested  that  the  kind  of  issue  you  want  to  look 
at  is  one  that  divides  the  community,  that  splits  it  wide  open.  All 
right — I  agree.  One  wants  to  look  at  that  kind  of  issue,  if  it 
occurs.  Ordinarily  it  doesn't  occur.  If  it  occurred  very  often,  we 
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wouldn't  have  any  political  society.  The  political  society  would 
be  destroyed;  so  most  of  the  time  what  you  are  talking  about 
presumably  is  not  that  kind  of  issue.  Miller  found  only  one,  but 
I  think  that  when  that  kind  of  issue  is  found  it  must  be  followed 
through  to  see  what  happens.  Surely  such  issues  would  nicely 
test  Miller's  theory,  for  it  must  inevitably  be  the  case,  I  would 
assume  from  his  analysis,  that  right-to-work  proposals  passed  in 
every  state  and  were  never  defeated  by  the  labor  movement. 
That  is  to  say,  if  it  were  true  that  this  combination  of  business- 
men and  wealth  was  dominant  in  most  communities,  and  if  its 
interests  were  most  heavily  involved  in  so-called  right-to-work 
legislation,  then  everywhere  these  proposals  should  have  passed. 
All  that  I  am  saying  is  this  —  I  think  that  this  isn't  the  case;  it 
sometimes  happens  that  one  side  may  win,  but  sometimes  the 
other  side  wins.  There  are  conditions  under  which  the  other 
side,  the  opponents  of  so-called  right-to-work  laws,  does  win. 
Now  one  reason  —  and  Miller's  theory  doesn't  take  it  into  ac- 
count —  is  the  possibility  that  there  are  costs  to  being  influential. 
It  is  not  costless  to  exercise  your  influence.  If  we  have  a  strong 
desire  to  maintain  our  influence  in  one  sector,  it  may  be  that  we 
will  always  concentrate  our  resources  in  that  sector,  knowing 
that  it  is  just  too  costly  to  get  involved  in  another.  But  the  same 
may  be  true  of  the  people  who  dominate  the  second  sector,  that 
they  consistently  dominate  it,  knowing  that  it  would  be  too 
costly  to  try  to  dominate  the  first  sector.  Why  too  costly?  They 
may  lose  their  reputations;  they  may  seem  to  be  acting  in  a  sec- 
tor where  their  views  lack  legitimacy.  Businessmen,  as  far  as  I 
can  tell  from  looking  at  my  one  and  possibly  atypical  com- 
munity, have  a  certain  legitimacy  when  they  talk  about  certain 
kinds  of  problems  and  act  within  certain  sectors,  but  once  they 
get  outside  of  them  they  no  longer  retain  this  acceptability. 
P.T.A.  chairmen  and  superintendents  of  schools  have  a  lot  of 
legitimacy  when  they  act  in  some  areas,  but  if  they  get  in  others 
such  as  redevelopment,  suddenly  their  influence,  their  persuasive- 
ness, and  their  political  legitimacy  decline.  Or  again,  there  are 
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certain  kinds  of  experts  who  will  be  accepted  in  one  area  but 
they  won't  be  accepted  in  another. 

To  sum  up,  I  don't  see  how  Miller  can  have  it  both  ways. 
He  implies  that  the  issues  on  which  his  power-elite  isn't  domin- 
ant are  simply  trivial  or,  as  he  puts  it,  "a  spatter  of  nonsalient 
issues."  Hence,  the  members  of  his  power-elite  don't  get  out  and 
fight;  if  they  did,  he  implies,  then  of  course  they  would  be 
dominant  —  which  I  take  to  mean  they  would  win.  There  are 
other  issues,  Miller  says,  that  shake  the  community  from  top  to 
bottom;  these  are  issues  his  power-elite  really  does  regard  as  im- 
portant. If  so,  then  these  should  furnish  a  good  test  of  his  theory, 
for  if  his  hypothetical  power-elite  doesn't  pretty  regularly  win 
on  these  issues,  it  simply  isn't  dominant.  Well,  does  it  win  on 
these  issues  or  doesn't  it?  This  is  why  I  keep  returning  to  the 
example  of  the  New  Deal:  Did  his  power-elite  win  or  lose  — 
or  was  the  New  Deal  also  a  "spatter  of  nonsalient  issues"?  Or 
take  his  own  example:  Has  his  hypothetical  power-elite  regularly 
succeeded  in  getting  so-called  right-to-work  proposals  passed?  If 
not,  how  can  we  account  for  these  defeats  within  the  framework 
of  Miller's  theory?  I  don't  know  what  happened  in  the  State  of 
Washington,  which  Miller  cites,  but  I  should  think  the  outcome 
would  be  highly  relevant  to  his  theory.  Did  his  power-elite  win 
or  lose?  I  do  know  that  while  right-to-work  proposals  passed  in 
some  states  —  generally  with  the  support  of  farmers,  who  pre- 
sent an  interesting  problem  for  Miller's  analysis  —  in  others, 
particularly  some  of  the  most  highly  industrialized  states,  these 
proposals  were  defeated.  How  do  these  defeats  square  with 
Miller's  theory?  If  businessmen  aren't  dominant  on  some  issues 
because  these  are  issues  they  don't  care  about,  and  if  they  get 
defeated  on  some  of  the  most  important  issues  they  do  care  about, 
then  in  heaven's  name  how  can  they  be  called  "dominant"?  In- 
fluential, yes;  but  dominant,  no. 

Miller  —  I've  been  saddled  with  a  misconception  here.  It's  been 
said  that  sociologists  who  enter  the  study  of  power  come  out 
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with  monolithic  pyramids  of  power  and  that  political  scientists 
seem  to  come  out  with  pluralistic  conceptions  of  power.  I  do 
not  believe  this  to  be  true.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  1  have  tried  to 
show  very  clearly  that  English  City  does  not  have  a  monolithic 
pyramid  of  power.  You  must  remember  that  research  in  this 
area  is  very  new  and  not  very  extensive.  Most  of  us,  of  course, 
are  talking  out  of  the  background  of  our  own  research  experi- 
ences and  because  of  this  we  can  only  study  a  few  cities,  even 
in  a  lifetime.  Therefore,  we  really  do  not  know  whether  we  have 
the  full  spectrum  of  the  range  of  variety  in  American  cities,  let 
alone  the  cities  of  the  world.  I  think,  though,  we  do  have  a  con- 
ception of  the  fact  that  cities  vary  in  many  different  respects. 
One  of  them  is  in  the  nature  of  power.  I  want  to  talk  of,  now, 
not  one,  not  two,  but  five  different  power  types.  The  first  is  the 
one  we  see  on  the  cowboy  shows,  the  baron  who  dominates  the 
cow  town;  or  perhaps  this  is  the  industrialist  in  the  one-com- 
pany-dominated town:  Mr.  Big  with  his  lieutenants,  where  each 
person  in  line  is  beholden  to  him  for  his  job,  and  where  his  ap- 
proval must  be  won  for  anything  of  importance.  That's  our 
pyramid  based  on  one  person.  Now  in  multi-industry  towns, 
where  of  course  the  power  is  divided  between  the  powerful  busi- 
ness groups,  we  can  find  a  little  aristocracy.  In  Middletown,  Mr. 
Ball  not  only  produced  the  Mason  Jars,  but  he  produced  sons, 
and  his  sons  had  businesses,  and  the  Ball  people  now  had  a  little 
aristocracy  there.  And  it  was  to  them  that  the  rest  of  the  com- 
munity was  beholden.  A  pyramid  based  on  aristocracy,  then,  is 
our  second  type.  Then  there  is  the  pyramid  that  was  found  in 
the  South  in  Regional  City,  with  its  four  distinct  layers.  The  first, 
a  group  of  top  industrial,  manufacturing,  financial,  and  mer- 
cantile people.  Then  comes  the  second  layer:  vice  presidents, 
general  managers,  and  the  top  civic  personnel.  Then  your  news 
commentators,  your  petty  civic  officials,  and  the  like;  and  down 
below  are  the  fourth-raters:  teachers,  ministers,  and  welfare 
workers.  I  found  that  this  stratified  pyramid  was  approximated 
in  Pacific  City  but  not  entirely.  Fourth  is  English  City,  a  ring 
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structure,  a  whole  set  of  power  structures  which  come  to  con- 
vergence. There's  a  first-rate  group  here  composed  of  many  differ- 
ent institutional  sectors:  the  president  of  the  university,  the  head 
of  the  Labour  party,  the  bishop  of  the  Episcopalian  church,  a 
duke  from  the  society  sector.  Then  we  can  see  a  kind  of  second- 
rate  group,  and  you  can  even  identify  a  third-rate  group.  What  is 
important  here  is  that  it  is  ringed;  that  is,  at  the  top  are  repre- 
sentatives of  all  the  major  institutional  sectors.  Finally,  Professor 
Dahl  seems  to  have  found  a  community  which  has  segmented 
pyramids.  In  other  words,  there  is  an  educational  power-pyramid, 
there  is  a  business  power-pyramid,  a  religious  power-pyramid, 
and  so  on.  Whatever  the  issue  is,  if  it  galvanizes  the  people  that 
are  concerned  with  that  type  of  issue,  a  special  power-pyramid  is 
created.  I  have  no  doubt  that  all  of  these  power  structures  exist 
and  unless  the  total  range  of  them  is  grasped  we  can  not  begin 
to  think  clearly  and  concisely  about  power. 

Now,  I  want  to  answer  only  one  more  question  and  lay  this 
to  rest.  I've  heard  it  twice  now.  If  the  business  group  dominates 
in  the  community,  and  if  the  businessmen  are  Republican,  why 
don't  the  Republicans  win  every  election?  The  reason  they  don't 
win  every  election  is  because  there  are  latent  power-sectors,  and 
when  those  latent  power  sectors  are  galvanized  they  can  come  to 
bear  in  elections.  Those  are  often  the  little  people  who  are  never 
admitted  or  who  never  try  to  influence  the  political  life  of  the 
community.  These  are  the  people  who  are  indifferent.  One  never 
knows  whether  they'll  get  up  enough  gumption  to  go  to  the  polls 
on  Election  Day,  but  these  are  the  people  who,  once  excited 
enough  about  a  political  campaign,  come  out  and  vote.  These 
potential  sectors  can  always  be  galvanized,  and  the  largest  group 
in  a  community  is  certainly  the  nonbusiness  interests.  I  have 
emphasized  the  point  that  in  American  communities  there  is  no 
formal  legitimate  center  of  power.  The  city  council  is  weak,  local 
government  is  mushy,  the  power-centers  are  in  the  Chamber  of 
Commerce,  in  the  central  labor  union,  in  the  political  parties,  in 
the  council  of  the  churches,  in  the  P.T.A.,  and  in  the  American 
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Legion.  This  is  where  issues  are  debated,  this  where  power  is 
generated,  and  this  is  where  pressure  is  then  put  on  the  council  to 
sanction  what  these  independent  power-groups  have  carried  out. 
And  the  point  is  that  after  election,  after  all  the  shouting  has 
died  away,  who  is  back  on  the  scene?  Back  on  the  scene  are  the 
Key  Influential,  predominantly  of  business  influence,  who  day  by 
day  are  active  in  considering  the  policy  matters  that  affect  their 
business  and  their  community.  They  are  the  ones  who  make  the 
key  decisions  on  the  issues  which  arise  and  are  not  submitted  to 
electoral  referendum.  It  is  for  that  reason  that  they  are  significant, 
and  it  is  for  that  reason  that  Republicans  do  not  always  win  elec- 
tions. 

Ehrlich  —  Let  us  indeed  lay  this  to  rest.  Let  us  turn  our  dis- 
cussion now  to  the  problem  of  alienation.  We  have  the  agreement 
between  Dahl  and  Drucker  on  the  growing  sense  of  powerless- 
ness,  and  the  feeling,  I  think,  on  the  part  of  Dahl  that  perhaps 
this  sense  of  powerlessness  is  one  of  the  fundamental  dilemmas 
of  contemporary  society.  Drucker  goes  way  beyond  this  into  a 
personal  anxiety,  if  you  will,  that  powerlessness  ultimately  leads 
to  some  form  of  self-alienation.  Miller,  in  contrast,  suggests  that 
normlessness,  the  breakdown  of  the  normative  structure  of  the 
community,  and  the  feeling  of  normlessness  on  the  part  of  in- 
dividuals has  led  to  the  diffusion  of  power.  Dahl  countered  by 
suggesting  that  the  local  community  never  possessed  solidarity 
and  that  normlessness  cannot  be  construed  as  the  antecedent  of 
the  diffusion  of  power. 

Miller  —  I  think  this  is  an  extremely  tough  question.  Is  the 
cement  falling  out  of  society,  especially  local  community  society? 
I  can  only  say  that  an  overwhelming  group  of  observers  answers 
this  affirmatively,  and  that  our  communities  are  not  the  estab- 
lished societies  of  old.  We  don't  put  our  roots  down  in  them. 
Every  semester,  I  ask  my  university  class  in  social  problems, 
which  is  composed  of  about  sixty  students,  the  question:  "How 
many  of  you  plan  to  go  back  to  your  home  community  to  live 


113 


POWER  AND  DEMOCRACY  IN  AMERICA 

and  work  there?"  I  am  always  surprised  if  I  see  four  or  five 
hands  go  up.  Out  of  that  sixty,  fifty-five,  right  now,  are  com- 
mitted not  to  go  back  to  live  and  work  in  their  home  community. 
What's  more,  wherever  they're  going,  they're  going  to  move 
several  more  times.  And  the  four  or  five  are  going  to  be  deceived 
because  I  don't  think  they  will  remain  in  their  home  com- 
munities all  of  their  lives.  We  are  a  society  on  the  move.  We 
put  down  roots  because  a  job  exists.  If  a  better  job  opportunity 
arises  we  go  to  that  job,  and  everything  else  has  to  take  second 
place.  We  leave  our  parents,  we  leave  the  home  town,  we  leave 
our  friends,  we  cut  all  ties  for  the  good  job,  and  everybody  gives 
moral  sanction  to  that.  "Yes,  son,  yes  you  should  go  where  your 
best  opportunity  is."  And  so  we  go.  Corporate  life  of  course  has 
only  encouraged  that.  Now,  this  is  a  serious  problem.  We've  got 
to  put  down  roots;  we've  got  to  know  people,  we've  got  to  know 
political  candidates  —  it  takes  time  to  know  a  community.  I  feel 
I  know  English  City  better  than  any  community  I  ever  lived  in, 
because  I  seriously  and  systematically  studied  it  for  one  year. 
I've  never  done  that  to  a  community  in  which  I've  lived.  The 
problem  in  tefms  of  influentials  is  this:  You  do  not  get  nominated 
as  a  Top  Influential  unless  you  are  identified  as  a  person  stable  in 
that  community.  What  that  meant  in  English  City  and  in  Pacific 
City  is  that  one  had  to  live  there  from  20  to  25  years.  Most  of 
the  leaders  were  born  there.  It  doesn't  do  any  good  to  be  the 
top-notch  military  dog,  to  be  the  naval  commander  in  Pacific 
City  for  example,  because  everybody  knows  the  Navy  will  move 
him  sooner  or  later.  It's  no  good  to  be  a  corporate  manager  if 
people  know  that  a  better  job,  higher  up  in  the  hierarchy  in  some 
other  community,  is  beckoning  him.  He  is  not  regarded  as  a  real 
community  settler.  And  thus,  all  people  on  the  move  are  partially 
alienated.  Now  another  form  of  alienation  that  disturbs  me  is 
the  neutralization  of  certain  sectors.  For  example,  I  think  educa- 
tors, religious  leaders,  civil  servants,  welfare  workers  —  all  of 
these  people  are  increasingly  neutralized.  There  are  many  reasons 
for  it.  They're  on  salary,  they've  got  to  watch  their  p's  and  q's. 
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They  play  it  safe.  Corporations  tell  their  people,  "Now,  don't 
upset  the  boat."  This  curtails  political  activity  and  alienates  the 
person  from  citizenship.  Among  professionals,  where  one  would 
expect  a  high  order  of  civic  leadership,  we  are  finding  a  pattern 
of  almost  total  work  absorption.  It's  a  curious  society  where  some 
people  are  working  less  and  less  and  others  are  working  more 
and  more.  There  is  no  end  to  the  demands  on  the  professional. 
He  could  work  day  and  night  and  he  couldn't  read  all  the  litera- 
ture in  his  field.  I  asked  various  lawyers  why  they  weren't  more 
active,  and  they  said  they  just  simply  could  not  pull  away  from 
their  offices  —  work  was  too  demanding  for  civic  participation. 
Doctors  find  it  almost  impossible  to  participate  because  of  the 
great  demands  upon  their  professional  time  and  efforts.  This  is 
alienating  and  neutralizing.  Now  these  are  the  things  that  I  see 
as  alienation  influences. 

Drucker  —  Well,  I  should  start  out  by  saying  that  I  am  the  one 
non-Thomist  in  this  crowd,  and  therefore  at  a  decided  disad- 
vantage even  on  semantics.  My  master  has  always  been  St. 
Bonaventure  [simply  because  I  don't  have  to  pretend  I  under- 
stand him].  This  leads  to  very  different  views,  such,  for  instance, 
that  I  can't  go  along  with  Mr.  Miller  that  research  in  communities 
is  very  new.  It  is  very  old  and  very  extensive,  only  it  was  always 
practiced  in  the  novel.  If  I  want  to  know  about  communities,  I 
still  go  to  the  novelist.  The  social  scientists  have  not  yet  reached 
anything  like  the  insight,  the  understanding  of  the  community 
that  the  great  novelists  have. 

As  to  Ehrlich's  concern  with  the  social  responsibility  of  the 
researcher,  I  don't  think  Chaucer  or  Balzac  were  terribly  worried 
about  the  impact  of  their  research  on  their  respective  com- 
munities. And  as  to  the  Springdale  story — thank  God,  there  is 
still  some  literary  criticism  around  which  is  not  the  new  criticism 
but  the  old  one. 

I  have  a  feeling  that  had  Miller's  predecessor  a  hundred  years 
ago  at  the  University  of  Indiana  asked  his  boys  there  how  many 
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expected  to  go  back  to  their  home  communities,  he  would  not 
have  had  even  four  hands.  Surely,  a  hundred  years  ago  when  a 
person  went  to  college  it  was  quite  clear  that  he  wasn't  going  to 
go  back;  to  get  away  was  the  only  reason  he  went  to  college.  I 
am  not  convinced  that  the  small  community  was  such  a  happy 
place.  I  happen  to  have  lived  in  small  communities  a  good  deal 
of  my  life,  including  one  in  New  England  that  was  as  untouched 
by  modern  society  in  those  years  as  it  could  be.  I  would  not 
describe  it  as  anywhere  near  a  social  Utopia.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
it  was  an  infinitely  less  harmonious,  an  infinitely  more  alienated, 
and  infinitely  more  fear-ridden  community  than  anything  anyone 
could  find,  even  in  the  Detroit  jungle. 

Let  me  say  a  few  words  about  alienation.  First,  I  am  a  little 
concerned  that  you  consider  it  primarily,  or  even  exclusively,  as 
a  social  phenomenon.  I  think  that  it  is  an  existential  phenomenon 
of  man.  To  look  for  its  causes  or  its  cure  exclusively  in  society 
strikes  me  as  being  just  a  misunderstanding.  The  great  analyst  of 
of  alienation  was  Kierkegaard,  and  he  did  not  look  for  its  causes 
in  society,  but  in  the  basic  impossibility  of  human  existence. 

Now  as  to  the  alienation  of  this  modern  society,  I  have 
wondered  whether  we  can  be  as,  shall  we  say,  sweeping  as  Mr. 
Ehrlich  described  me  as  being.  There  is  a  problem,  and  it  is  not 
an  American  problem.  Everything  we  have  said  so  far  applies  to 
Japan  and  to  South  America,  the  two  parts  of  the  world  that  I 
know  fully  as  well  as  this  country.  So  we  are  talking  of  modern 
society.  I  think  the  characteristics  of  modern  society  are  that 
relationships  are  made.  It  is  not  as  our  predecessors  of  one 
hundred  years  ago,  the  fathers  of  sociology,  believed — a  con- 
tract society.  We  have  learned  that  there  is  no  such  thing.  It  is 
not  possible.  Society  has  to  be  a  status  society;  but  status  used  to 
be  given.  When  Mr.  Miller  described  English  City,  he  described 
the  English  City  of  100  years  ago,  not  the  English  City  of  today. 
Yet  it  is  the  right  description  because  English  City  still  sees  itself 
as  it  was  100  years  ago  when  status  was  given;  whereas  today, 
even  in  English  City,  status  has  to  be  made,  relationships  have  to 
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be  established.  I  think  this  is  the  great  change. 

We  might  say  our  predecessors,  our  grandparents,  who  had 
more  faith  in  the  world  than  we  have,  would  have  hailed  this  as 
a  great  victory.  We  are  often  scared  of  it,  and  rightly  so.  It 
puts  too  much  pressure  on  the  individual  who  does  not  neces- 
sarily want  to  have  to  make  such  decisions.  But  this  seems  to  me 
the  essential  difference:  We  are  not  automatically  geared  in  a 
certain  way.  We  have  to  gear  ourselves  in.  which  means,  too, 
the  option  to  opt  out  —  to  be  not  geared  in  at  all.  Nothing  is 
simpler  than  to  be  outside  of  the  community  today,  and  there  are 
many  people  to  whom  this  is  a  great  boon  and  a  great  enrichment 
of  the  personality.  So  this  is  actually  what  has  really  happened: 
it  isn"t  alienation  from  society.  It  is  that  you  have  to  determine 
yourself  very  largely  what  the  relationships  ought  to  be,  can  be, 
and  should  be. 

This  is  frightening,  this  is  not  to  everybody's  taste,  but  I 
don't  think  that  it  is  alienation.  I  think  what  it  essentially  is  is 
that  we  have  a  status  society,  in  which  the  status  is  not  given 
but  depends  very  heavily  on  what  the  individual  makes  of  it. 
This  may  create  tension  and  despair.  But  we  know  that  other 
kinds  of  society  produce  as  many  pathologies  as  does  our  present 
one. 

Dahl  —  I  want  to  make  sure  that  I  am  not  really  being  held 
responsible  for  something  that  I  may  not  have  said,  because  my 
position  is  that  I  really  don't  know  whether  there  has  been  an  in- 
crease in  a  sense  of  alienation,  for  two  reasons:  first,  I  don't 
really  know  what  the  term  means  in  any  precise  way,  and  second, 
I  don't  know  of  any  persuasive  data,  information,  or  finding  one 
way  or  another;  therefore.  I  would  like  to  keep  open-minded  and 
skeptical.  I  am.  however,  not  the  least  bit  persuaded  by  the  rather 
large  and  grandiose  theories  on  this  subject,  many  of  which  were 
propounded  by  European  theorists,  some  by  Americans,  but  all 
of  which,  it  seems  to  me.  are  based  upon  the  scantiest  kinds  of 
evidence.  I  would  just  like  to  make  one  other  point.  I  think  it  is 
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easy  to  confound  three  rather  different  kinds  of  historical  changes. 
One  is  the  great  historical  transformation  of  medieval  society 
into  modern  society.  This  had  been  going  on  for  a  long  time, 
and  I  think  there  is  no  question  that  it  has  led  to  a  good  deal  of 
rootlessness.  But  the  post-medieval  society  has  been  with  us  now 
for  a  couple  of  hundred  years.  Surely,  this  isn't  the  question  at 
issue.  American  society  is  entirely  post-medieval.  Yet  here 
again  there  are  two  important  distinctions.  One  is  the  impact  of 
the  industrial,  commercial  society  upon  old  communities  like 
New  Haven,  Boston,  New  York,  Philadelphia,  or  Baltimore, 
which  were  previously  hierarchical  and  stratified.  The  other  was 
the  incursion  of  commercial  industry  on  essentially  small  western 
and  middle-western  agrarian  communities.  Obviously  these  are 
three  different  things,  and  the  effects  are  all  different.  When  de 
Tocqueville  was  here  he  made  remarks  which,  if  he  had  used 
the  term  alienation,  would  sound  very  contemporary  —  that  we 
were  a  people  who  had  no  roots,  that  everybody  was  on  the  move, 
that  nobody  had  a  sense  of  identification  with  his  community. 
Sixty  years  later  Bryce  wrote  a  book  which  was  a  kind  of  re- 
doing of  de  Tocqueville,  and  he  made  the  same  charge;  and 
now,  today,  we  assert  it  again.  All  that  I'd  like  to  say  is  that  I 
don't  really  know;  maybe  it's  true,  maybe  it's  increasing,  maybe 
it's  decreasing,  maybe  it's  been  a  constant  in  American  life  for  a 
century  or  more,  and  maybe  somewhere  somebody  has  some 
good  trend  data.  If  so  I've  never  seen  them,  and  therefore  I  would 
prefer  to  adopt  the  position  of  open-mindedness  and  skepticism. 

Ehrlich  —  I  think  we  have  time  for  one  more  question.  I  sug- 
gested that  we  were  no  longer  certain  of  the  limits  of  govern- 
mental responsibility  and  that  the  growth  of  the  fourth  estate,  of 
administrative  agencies,  and  the  increasing  trend  in  local  govern- 
ment not  to  initiate  action  were  consequences  of  our  uncertainty 
or  ambivalence  about  the  limits  of  governmental  responsibility. 
I  should  like  to  throw  this  open  to  all  members  of  the  panel  for 
their  reaction. 
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Drucker  —  I  think  that  two  things  have  happened  that  have 
changed  what  in  the  early  nineteenth  century  would  have  been 
called  "the  limits  of  the  state."  First,  society  has  become  com- 
pletely monetized.  This  is  very  new;  even  in  highly  developed 
societies  it  has  occurred  only  in  the  last  hundred  years  at  the 
most.  This  changes  the  whole  meaning  of  property,  which  simply 
ceases  to  mean  what  it  used  to,  namely  the  one  thing  government 
cannot  possibly  take  away.  It  could  expropriate  an  individual 
but  it  could  not  eliminate  property.  But,  in  a  totally  monetized 
society  there  is  no  property,  in  the  old  sense;  and  in  a  totally 
monetized  economy,  government  is  capable  of  doing  what  no 
government  ever  could  do,  namely,  mobilize  the  total  economic 
resources  of  the  community  for  public  purposes. 

The  second  thing  that  has  happened  is  military  technology. 
It  isn't  so  very  long  ago  that  an  organized  group  with  simple 
weapons  at  its  command  could  defeat  a  highly  organized  pro- 
fessional army.  It  isn't  so  very  long  ago  that  the  maximum  of 
military  technology  that  any  society  could  possibly  produce  was 
equivalent  to  about  4  or  5  per  cent  of  its  national  income,  not 
because  it  couldn't  raise  more  money,  but  because  it  couldn't 
raise  more  arms.  There  weren't  enough  skilled  people  capable  of 
producing  them.  The  explosive  element  in  military  technology 
which  has,  I  think,  undermined  the  modern  state  completely  is 
its  power,  absolute  power,  and  the  capacity  to  destroy  itself  and 
others.  This  is  simply  not  within  the  concepts  of  political  power 
as  we  have  known  it.  How  you  tame  these  two  monsters  is,  I 
think,  one  of  the  essential  problems  that  we  have. 

I  am  a  pluralist  to  the  extent  of  not  only  believing  in  con- 
flict but  in  believing  that  conflict  is  the  ultimate  safeguard  of 
liberty.  Therefore,  I  do  not  hold  that  the  only  way  that  one  can 
neutralize  power  is  by  counter-power.  We  have  a  political 
leviathan  created  by  the  economic  monetization  of  capital  and 
by  a  capacity  for  total  mobilization  and  total  destruction.  This 
raises  problems  of  control  of  power  such  as  we've  never  had  be- 
fore, and  which  will,  I  think,  require  means  we've  never  had  be- 
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fore.  I  think  that  we  shall  need  radical  political  experimentation 
—  radical  in  the  sense  that  we  have  never  done  it  before  —  to 
maintain  the  basic  values,  the  basic  commitments,  the  basic 
freedoms  and,  above  all,  the  basic  conviction  of  government  as 
an  instrument  of  the  governed  and  not  the  other  way  around. 

Miller  —  I  would  just  say  one  thing.  It  is  now  apparent  that  there 
are  two  major  power-centers  in  American  life.  One  is  based 
upon  the  economic  interests  of  property  and  represented  by 
businessmen  and  those  who  affiliate  their  interests  with  business. 
The  second  center  of  power  is  the  labor  union.  It  is  around  the 
labor  union  that  an  opposing  political  party  can  be  organized. 
It  is  this  power-center  which  is  capable  of  bringing  together  a 
large  body  of  people  with  resources  and  talents.  It  is  the  counter- 
vailing power  in  American  life  today.  Professor  Drucker  has  told 
us  there  are  dangers  in  power.  There  is  of  course  danger  in  either 
of  these  two  powers  becoming  too  strong,  but  it  is  healthy,  I 
think,  and  one  of  the  great  signs  of  the  twentieth  century,  that 
we  do  have  an  opposing  power-center  in  labor  organizations 
Workers  —  not  just  manual  workers  but,  increasingly,  white 
collar  workers,  technicians,  and  professionals  —  stand  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  leviathan,  whether  it  is  government,  corporations,  uni- 
versities, or  the  church. 

Dahl  —  As  I  look  about  our  society  what  I  am  most  impressed 
by,  as  many  people  are,  is  the  extent  to  which  we  waste  our  re- 
sources on  private  purposes  rather  than  public  purposes.  This  is 
a  privately  oriented  society,  despite  tasks  confronting  us  that 
seem  clearly  to  require  a  massive  reallocation  of  resources  to 
public  purposes  of  all  kinds.  There  is  hardly  a  sector  of  com- 
munity activity  that  is  not  starved  for  resources.  There  is  hardly 
a  way  to  spend  a  dollar  in  the  community  more  efficiently,  more 
effectively  —  no  matter  how  much  corruption  or  graft  there  is, 
no  matter  how  much  dishonesty  or  bureaucratic  red  tape  there 
is  —  than  spending  it  for  public  purposes,  rather  than  spending 
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it  for  many  of  the  private  purposes  to  which  it  now  goes.  I  there- 
fore feel  that  if  the  American  dream  and  the  dream  of  the  good 
community  are  going  to  be  achieved  or  at  least  approximated  in 
the  next  half  century,  then  this  is  going  to  require  a  very  sizable 
reallocation  of  resources  for  public  purposes.  This  does  not,  how- 
ever, necessarily  require  any  one  single  technique  or  public  pur- 
pose. It  doesn't  necessarily  mean  that  the  instruments  to  execute 
the  public  purposes  all  have  to  be  strictly  governmental.  In  the 
attempt  to  build  what  I,  and  I  imagine  most  of  us,  here,  would 
regard  as  a  desirable  and  healthy  local  community,  I  would  not 
be  so  sanguine  as  Professor  Miller  is  that  the  leadership  we  need 
will  come  from  the  ranks  of  the  labor  movement.  Unfortunately 
the  record  of  the  labor  movement  has  been,  so  far,  one  of  neglect 
of  the  local  community. 

There  is  some  hope  that  this  is  changing,  but  I  see  very  little 
prospect  in  this  country  of  a  major  political  force  centered  around 
the  trade  union  movement.  On  the  contrary,  if  there  is  a  shift  of 
resources  to  public  purposes  in  the  next  decade,  or  even  the  next 
fifty  years,  I  think  it  is  going  to  come  about  as  a  result  of  actions 
by  all  sorts  of  diverse  groups;  for  example,  by  people  who  are 
concerned  about  the  education  of  their  children.  And  these 
people  are  not  just  workers.  They  are  all  sorts  of  people,  they're 
middle-class  people,  professional  people,  the  teachers  themselves 

—  they  come  from  every  stratum  of  the  community.  In  any  area 

—  public  health,  welfare,  education,  redevelopment,  planning 

—  the  people  who  are  most  interested  in  it  may  not  be  and  us- 
ually aren't  strongly  identified  with  the  trade  unions.  The  way  we 
are  likely  to  get  a  reallocation  of  resources  to  public  ends  is  not 
through  large  political  movements  that  split  the  community 
wide  open,  but  probably,  as  these  things  have  happened  in  the 
past,  by  small  groups  of  fairly  dedicated  people  who  are  con- 
cerned about  a  particular  sector  of  policy  and  who  are  willing  to 
spend  some  of  their  time  and  some  of  their  own  resources  in 
changing  policy  in  their  direction.  If  it  isn't  going  to  happen  that 
way,  then  I  don't  think  it  is  going  to  happen  at  all. 
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Drucker  —  May  I  enter  a  dissent?  First,  let  me  start  with  Mr. 
Dahl's  "more  resources  for  public  purposes."  That,  I  must  say, 
isn't  the  problem.  The  problem  is  —  what  public  purposes?  We 
devote  today  about  one  third  of  our  national  income  to  public 
purposes;  the  Federal  budget  has  remained  static,  but  state  and 
local  budgets  have  exploded.  About  fifty  cents  out  of  every 
dollar  of  additional  national  income  since  World  War  II  has 
gone  into  public  purposes.  I  submit  that  we  are  unlikely  to  do 
better.  The  real  question  will  be,  what  public  purposes? 

This  is  going  to  create  entirely  different  power  groups  from 
those  Mr.  Miller  sees.  He,  I  think,  generalizes  from  the  ex- 
perience of  the  last  ten  or  fifteen  years.  Yet,  I  submit,  all  the 
evidence  shows  that  these  are  very  largely  spent  forces.  The 
labor  unions  represent  a  rapidly  shrinking  segment  of  our 
population  —  and  a  very  old  one  indeed.  Moreover,  labor 
shows  no  signs  of  being  able  to  get  hold  of  the  new  majority, 
the  educated  and  professional  worker  —  not  the  slightest  glim- 
mer. Management,  the  experience  of  the  last  eight  years  has 
made  clear,  has  very  limited  constitutional  powers;  it  will  not  be 
asked  to  contribute  more.  By  its  very  nature  management  is 
focused  on  one  specific  function. 

Altogether,  these  are  not  two  distinct  power  groups  any  more. 
The  realities  of  our  international  economic  situation  will  force 
us  within  the  next  few  years  to  lump  those  two  together  as  the 
producer  interest,  and  to  impose  the  common  need  on  both.  They 
are  not  opposing  groups  —  they  are  complements  —  and  have  to 
be  treated  as  complementary  the  moment  one  looks  at  the  nation 
from  the  outside.  At  the  water's  edge,  there  is  no  conflict  between 
management  and  labor  any  more.  If  the  overriding  national 
interest  is,  as  it's  going  to  be,  to  remain  competitive  in  a  rapidly 
expanding  world  economy,  then  these  two  will  be  one  interest. 

I  submit  further  that  there  are  already  definite  signs  that  the 
new  power  groups,  the  ones  for  the  next  ten  or  fifteen  years,  are 
three  entirely  different  ones.  The  first  group  is  the  public  adminis- 
trators, especially  those  in  state  and  regional  areas.  This  is  where 
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the  challenge  of  public  policy  is  today.  The  second  group  is 
the  educators  on  all  levels;  and  the  third,  the  armed  forces.  I 
submit  that  these  are  our  emerging  real  power-structures.  Forget 
about  business  and  labor,  they  represent  the  spent  forces  of 
yesterday. 

Conclusion.  In  the  foregoing  pages  we  have  presented  three 
distinctive  viewpoints.  In  the  concluding  chapter  we  will  re- 
capitulate what  has  been  said,  draw  out  the  common  elements, 
and  examine  their  implications  for  contemporary  society. 
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DEMOCRACY  IN  AMERICA: 
RETROSPECT  AND  PROSPECT 

William  V.  D' Antonio 
Howard  J.  Ehrlich 

I  do  not  fear  tomorrow, 
because  1  have  seen  yesterday  and  I  love  today. 

—  attributed  to  William  Allen  White 

The  problems,  the  ideas,  the  issues  that  have  been  raised  in 
these  pages  are  certainly  not  new;  what  we  hope  is  new  is  the 
manner  in  which  they  have  been  presented.  We  have  brought 
together  men  with  divergent  viewpoints  on  some  of  the  vital 
problems  of  democracy  in  America.  We  turn  our  attention  now 
to  a  summing  up  and  appraisal  of  the  major  ideas  which  have 
been  presented.  We  shall  look  first  at  the  conceptions  of  democ- 
racy, power  and  freedom  that  underlie  the  preceding  chapters.1 

DEMOCRACY 

As  a  dominant  value  in  American  society,  democracy  serves 
as  a  guide  and  a  principle  for  behavior.  Too  often,  however,  it 
serves  merely  as  the  rationalization  for  our  actions,  so  that  the 
mere  invocation  of  the  word  itself  is  presumed  sufficient  to  justify 
our  behavior.  What  has  happened  is  that  the  word  has  become 


1  The  stimulus  for  our  discussion  of  democracy,  power  and 
freedom  comes  from  many  writers.  We  wish  in  particular  to  ac- 
knowledge our  intellectual  indebtedness  to  the  following  men,  whose 
relevant  works  appear  in  the  appended  bibliography:  Chester 
Barnard.  Robert  Bierstedt.  Thomas  I.  Cook,  John  K.  Galbraith, 
Hans  Gerth,  Herbert  Goldhamer,  William  Kornhauser,  Seymour 
M.  Upset,  Charles  P.  Loomis,  Robert  M.  Maclver,  C  Wright 
Mills,  Barrington  Moore,  Jr..  Edward  A.  Shils,  and  Max  Weber. 
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valued,  a  sacred  symbol  —  a  shibboleth  —  to  be  revered  and 
cherished.  Invested  with  the  sacred,  it  is  not  subject  to  critical 
examination.  As  it  is  more  and  more  invoked  as  a  sacred  but 
empty  symbol,  its  use  as  guide  and  principle  becomes  inhibited. 
Eventually  its  true  meaning,  as  with  many  of  the  key  words  in 
our  society,  fades  and  becomes  obscure. 

No  explicit,  clear-cut  definition  of  democracy  was  given  in 
the  foregoing  pages.  We  shall  try  to  abstract  from  the  papers  and 
discussion  of  our  contributors  precisely  what  they  mean,  and  to 
present,  by  these  means,  our  own  perspective. 

It  is  clear  that  Miller  believes  that  a  necessary  condition  of 
democracy  is  the  existence  of  effective  opposition  to  the  business- 
men whom  he  has  found  trying  to  control  the  local  community. 
In  seeking  to  find  issues  that  rock  the  community,  that  ignite  the 
maximum  of  political  participation  throughout  all  institutional 
sectors,  Miller  argued  that  it  is  only  in  such  cases  that  we  can 
determine  if  there  is  an  effective  opposition,  and  hence  democ- 
racy. Did  the  businessmen  win  or  lose?  In  the  right-to-work 
legislative  struggle  in  Washington  the  businessmen  lost:  effective 
opposition  was*  brought  to  bear  against  them.  But  Miller  is  still 
worried,  for  in  the  mundane  day-to-day  affairs  of  the  community 
he  finds  little  effective  opposition  to  the  businessmen. 

There  is  implied  but  never  made  explicit  in  Miller's  argu- 
ment that  the  oligarchic  control  which  the  businessmen  enjoy 
over  community  affairs  is  obtained  not  directly  by  force,  but 
by  the  broad  dissemination  of  business  values:  what  is  good  for 
business  is  good  for  the  community.  Little  organized  resistance 
to  this  perspective  has  been  found.  That  there  is  a  lack  of  broad 
participation  by  leaders  representing  various  institutional  sectors, 
and  a  domination  instead  by  those  with  business  values,  is 
demonstrated  by  Miller  in  his  lists  of  reputed  Top  and  Key  In- 
fluentials.  Other  recent  studies  show  substantially  the  same  re- 
sults.2 

-     See  for  example,  William   H.   Form  and  Warren   L.   Sauer, 
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Have  we  achieved  democratic  community  life?  Miller's  ver- 
dict is  that  we  have  fallen  far  short  of  our  goal.  Moreover,  if  we 
are  willing  to  assume,  as  does  the  sociologist  Morris  Janowitz, 
that  "effective  decision-making  at  the  community  level  is  the 
prerequisite  for  democratic  procedures  in  larger  political  sys- 
tems," then  the  community  power  studies  of  Miller  and  others 
have  even  more  far-reaching  implications  than  the  context  in 
which  they  were  conducted.3 

Dahl  would  agree  that  democracy  includes  within  its  mean- 
ing the  idea  of  effective  opposition.  He  first  considers  the  several 
kinds  of  political  resources  that  are  available  to  citizens  in 
American  society,  and  then  examines  the  extent  to  which  they 
have  been,  and  are,  controlled  by  one  or  several  groups. 

For  Dahl,  equality  of  access  to  political  resources  repre- 
sents a  vital  criterion  of  political  democracy.  He  argues  that  in 
the  past,  political  resources  were  distributed  unequally,  and  that 
these  inequalities  were  cumulative.  Power  went  to  those  with 
wealth  and  prestige.  But  the  mark  of  contemporary  America 
is  that  these  inequalities,  while  they  still  exist,  are  no  longer 
cumulative,  or  at  least  less  so.  Access  to  one  resource  does  not 
guarantee  access  to  another. 

The  right  of  each  citizen  to  only  one  vote  in  an  election  has 
become  a  great  leveling  factor,  and  makes  effective  opposition  to 
wealth  and  prestige  not  only  possible  but  probable.  Still,  the  sys- 
tem is  imperfect  at  best.  As  Dahl  states,  there  is  no  free  and  open 
competition  within  political  parties  for  leadership  at  even  the 
local  level;  a  very  small  number  of  persons  decides  who  will  be 
the  candidates  for  leadership.  Nor  is  there  a  widespread  participa- 


"Organized  Labor's  Image  of  Community  Power  Structure,"  Social 
Forces,  May,  1960;  William  V.  D'Antonio,  William  H.  Form, 
Charles  P.  Loomis,  and  Eugene  C.  Erickson,  "Institutional  and 
Occupational  Representation  in  Eleven  Community  Influence  Sys- 
tems," American  Sociological  Review,  June,  1961. 

:i      Morris  Janowitz  (ed.),  Community  Political  Systems  (Glen- 
coe:   Free  Press,   1960),  p.   17. 
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tion  over  issues.  What  has  occurred,  rather,  in  the  absence  of 
either  active  consent  or  dissent,  has  been  a  passive  consent  on  the 
part  of  the  majority.  This  has  led  to  an  emphasis  on  consensus 
rather  than  conflict,  and  through  this  to  a  deprecation  of  this 
essential  ingredient  of  democracy.  While  this  may  have  the 
peculiar  advantage  of  lending  stability  to  the  system,  it  may  also 
threaten  the  freedom  of  the  individual  in  the  long  run  by  elimin- 
ating any  opposition,  and  by  leaving  the  individual  with  the  feel- 
ing that  the  system  of  political  decision-making  is  outside  his 
control.  Through  failure  to  participate,  large  numbers  of  people 
may  be  and  are  disenfranchised,  by  default,  from  the  realization 
of  values  and  derived  goals  which  are  central  to  them. 

Democracy  requires  widespread  participation  by  the  majority 
of  the  citizens.  However,  if  there  is  too  much  participation  by 
too  many  people  on  all  issues,  the  stability  of  the  system  may  it- 
self be  threatened  by  an  intense  fractionalization  of  interests. 
If  there  is  too  little  participation,  the  danger  exists  that  a  united 
minority  may  acquire  control.  But  if  the  number  of  persons  and 
intensity  of  participation  are  problems,  certainly  the  effective- 
ness of  participation  is  even  more  problematic.  If  participation 
is  to  be  effective,  then  choice  among  the  available  alternatives 
of  political  action  must  be  rational  in  the  sense  of  maximizing 
knowledge  and  of  minimizing  the  consequences  of  error.  Clearly, 
the  increasing  complexity  of  technology  and  social  organization 
in  all  phases  of  human  endeavor  operate,  and  increasingly  so, 
against  this.  Perhaps  the  widespread  lack  of  participation  reflects 
not  apathy,  but  the  failure  of  the  citizenry  to  comprehend  the 
issues  under  consideration.  Here  then  lies  the  role  of  leadership 
in  a  democracy:  to  present  the  issues  and  alternatives  of  policy 
in  such  a  way  that  the  citizenry  can  participate  effectively  if  it 
will,  and  such  that  it  will  be  concerned  to  participate. 

There  is  another  aspect  to  the  problem  of  equality.  It  inheres 
in  the  concept  of  equality  itself.  It  seems  to  be  a  popular  and 
contemporary  notion  that  in  a  democracy  everyone  must,  per- 
force, enjoy  an  equal  amount  of  whatever  political  resources  are 
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available.  Yet  the  variety  of  potential  political  resources  within 
our  society  is  almost  unlimited,  and  such  a  demand  is  a  sociolog- 
ical absurdity.  Certainly  every  individual  does  not,  nor,  could 
enjoy  equal  power  on  every  issue.  However,  as  far  as  the 
vote  is  concerned  this  is,  more  or  less,  the  case;  and  here  the 
demand  of  equal  power  is  a  sine  qua  non  of  democracy. 

What  we  need  to  insist  on,  beyond  the  vote,  is  an  equality 
of  access  or  opportunity  to  acquire  political  resources  and,  hence, 
power.  Even  here,  as  Dahl  puts  it,  this  will  not  guarantee  the 
equality  of  power.  It  merely  means,  that  we  may  all  start  out 
more  or  less  even  in  the  race  for  inequality.  The  important  thing, 
however,  is  that  such  "achieved  inequality"  is  recognized  as 
legitimate  in  that  we  recognize  and  sanction  the  right  of  those 
who  win  this  contest  for  political  resources  —  assuming  they 
have  played  the  game  according  to  the  rules  of  free  and  open 
competition  —  to  influence  and  control  our  behavior  in  pre- 
scribed ways  and  within  prescribed  limits. 

American  democracy  and  the  laws  developed  to  sustain  it, 
Drucker  contends,  are  still  tied  to  the  image  of  the  small  city- 
state.  As  a  consequence,  our  laws  and  political-legal  institutions 
are  no  longer  adequate  to  cope  with  the  super-metropolis  and  the 
bureaucratic  organizations  that  interweave  themselves  among 
them.  The  specialization  of  function  and  complexity  of  knowl- 
edge required  to  run  such  bureaucracies  as  the  Civil  Service, 
the  military,  and  the  various  administrative  branches  of  the 
government  tend  to  invest  such  complex  organizations  with  al- 
most complete  autonomy.  Control  by  the  people  through  opposi- 
tion and  participation  in  the  decision-making  process  becomes 
more  and  more  highly  circumscribed.  It  is  equally  clear  that  we 
can  no  more  have  complete  public  control  than  we  can  permit 
the  complete  autonomy  of  these  institutions. 

We  have  thus  far  spoken  of  the  vital  ingredients  of  the  demo- 
cratic process:  effective  opposition,  the  equality  of  access  to 
political  resources,  the  vote,  free  and  open  competition  for  leader- 
ship, the  role  of  leaders  in  presenting  issues,  and  the  balance 
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between  autonomy  and  control  of  the  power  centers  of  society. 
We  turn  now  to  a  different  order  of  considerations. 

The  ultimate  rationale  for  a  democracy  is  that  it  alone, 
among  the  political  systems  which  man  has  devised  to  govern 
himself,  best  protects  the  integrity  of  the  individual.  But  bureau- 
cratic organization,  which  on  the  one  hand  serves  many  interests 
of  the  large-scale  industrial  society  more  efficiently  and  more 
effectively  than  any  other  form  of  social  organization  yet  con- 
trived, also  makes  more  problematic  the  protection  of  the  in- 
dividual. 

A  fundamental  belief  underlying  the  practice  of  democracy 
is  that  every  individual  is  deserving  of  respect  by  the  simple  fact 
of  his  humanity.  Respect  on  this  level  is  not  a  matter  of  achieve- 
ment. It  is  a  fact  of  social  existence,  obtained  as  an  automatic 
concomitant  of  participation  in  group  life.  It  entails  the  corollary 
belief  that  the  end  of  group  participation  is  the  welfare  of  the 
individual.  Insofar  as  this  involves  the  establishment  of  formal 
groups  to  achieve  this  end,  it  must  always  be  remembered  that 
such  groups  are  merely  instruments  designed  to  achieve  the 
common  good;  the  maximum  protection  and  development  of  the 
individual. 

If  respect  for  the  individual  is  requisite,  so  too  is  respect  for 
his  beliefs  and  opinions;  or,  at  the  very  least,  his  right  to  espouse 
and  proclaim  them.  In  fact,  one  test  of  democracy  is  the  extent 
to  which  it  can  suffer  and  enjoy  the  extremist.  This  poses  another 
of  the  challenging  dilemmas  for  a  democratic  system:  How  much 
difference  can  it  permit  without  endangering  the  system  itself? 
Surely  if  one  accepts  the  dictum  of  difference  without  division, 
then  it  must  follow  that  individuals  or  groups  who  clearly  advo- 
cate divisive  acts  are  no  longer  subject  to  the  rules  of  the  game, 
and  the  people  must  decide  how  they  will  protect  themselves 
from  those  individuals  or  groups.  It  is,  unfortunately  (or  possibly 
fortunately),  not  always  a  simple  matter  to  determine  what 
constitutes  a  divisive  act. 

Every  society,  by  the  very  fact  of  its  existence,  has  built  into 
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it  an  extensive  pattern  of  consensus,  that  is,  a  complex  of  values, 
beliefs,  and  sentiments  which  guide  behavior  and  give  the  several 
human  organizations  their  structures.  Consensus  is  a  fact  of  social 
life;  it  is  democracy  that  is  problematic.  Democracy  must  be  built 
upon  and  developed  out  of  an  original  system  of  consensus,  and 
is  sustained,  just  as  any  society  itself  is  sustained,  through  con- 
sensus about  its  fundamental  or  ultimate  beliefs  and  values. 
Paradoxically,  democracy  is  guaranteed  and  made  secure  by 
conflict,  not  over  its  basic  premises,  but  over  derived  goals  or 
over  means  to  achieve  these  goals.  Fundamental  conflicts  are 
almost  always  minimized.  Perhaps  this  explains  why  democracy 
in  America  has  been  characterized  mainly  by  passive  consent  — 
because  for  most  people  and  for  most  issues  there  appears  to  be 
only  a  remote  relevance  to  democracy  per  se.  Perhaps,  too,  this  is 
why  men  like  Miller  seek  the  key  issue  that  shakes  the  entire 
community.  It  is  a  key  issue  precisely  because  it  is  a  quite  direct 
challenge  to  ultimate  values  and  beliefs,  as  well  as  to  immediate 
goals.  And  certainly,  Dahl  is  right  in  asserting  that  democracy 
is  threatened  by  too  much  of  this  kind  of  conflict.  Open  conflict 
on  too  many  issues  at  the  same  time  poses  a  great  threat  to  the 
system. 

The  problem  of  conflict  is  heightened  by  its  context  in  a 
pluralistic  society.4  In  such  a  society,  almost  by  definition,  there  is 
no  clear-cut  hierarchically  ordered  system  of  values  and  beliefs. 
The  problem  for  a  democratic  system  in  a  pluralistic  society  is  to 
reconcile  the  beliefs  and  values  upon  which  it  is  based  with  those 
which  constitute  the  consensual  pattern  of  community  life  which 
are  not  necessarily  essential  to  the  maintenance  of  the  democratic 
system,  and  in  fact  may  be  inimical  to  it. 

In  talking  about  democracy,  we  have  here  confined  our  dis- 
cussion to  that  of  a  political  democracy,  only  because  this  is  the 
boundary  of  our  assignment.  Certainly  we  may  talk  of  demo- 


4     See   John   Courtney   Murray,    S.J.,    We   Hold   These    Truths 
(New  York:  Sheed  and  Ward,   1960). 
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cracy  within  any  social  system  —  the  family,  school,  office, 
church,  and  so  on.  Perhaps  a  crucial  difference  among  political 
theorists  who  are  also  democrats  is  the  degree  to  which  they 
regard  democracy  as  necessary  beyond  political  government. 

POWER 

The  problems  of  the  usage  of  the  concept  of  power  and  its 
derivatives  in  political  sociology  are  far  too  numerous  and  com- 
plex to  be  accorded  full  treatment  here.  Our  discussion,  then, 
should  be  taken  as  orientative  rather  than  exhaustive.  Power 
in  its  most  general  sense  refers  to  a  capacity  or  ability  to  con- 
trol others  and,  in  this  context,  to  control  the  decision-making 
process  (which  implies  the  control  of  others).  We  may  focus 
upon  power  as  a  potential  for  control  or  through  its  exercise  as 
control  itself.  These  perspectives  are,  of  course,  not  mutually 
exclusive.  Persons  who  exercise  power  must,  by  definition,  have 
had  a  power-potential;  but  not  all  persons  who  hold  potential 
power  do  in  fact  exercise  power. 

This  is  the  source  of  the  Miller-Dahl  controversy.  Dahl  with 
his  focus  upon  issues  is  concerned  with  the  exercise  of  power; 
Miller  with  his  focus  upon  reputation  is  concerned  with  potential 
power.  It  is  thus  hardly  surprising  that  they  arrive  at  different 
depictions  of  the  community  power-structure.  All  other  things 
being  equal,  their  differences  in  findings  are  a  function  of  their 
different  research  strategies,  and  their  findings  are  —  within  the 
limits  of  these  strategies  —  equally  valid.  We  shall  return  to 
these  findings  later. 

The  two  major  components  of  power  are  authority  and  in- 
fluence5 (A  third  component,  coercion,  which  we  will  not  be 

3  For  a  look  at  the  variety  of  ways  in  which  power  has  been 
treated,  in  the  sociological  literature,  see  among  others:  Charles  P. 
Loomis,  Social  Systems  (Princeton,  N.J.:  D.  Van  Nostrand  Co., 
1960),  and  the  papers  by  Weber,  Goldhamer  and  Shils,  Barnard, 
Bierstedt,  and  Gerth  and  Mills,  which  appear  in  Lewis  A.  Coser  and 
Bernard  Rosenberg  (eds.),  Sociological  Theory  (New  York:  Mac- 
millan,  1957). 
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concerned  with  here,  has  reference  to  that  extreme  form  of  con- 
trol which  is  based  on  force  or  the  threat  of  force.)  Authority 
refers  to  the  right  to  control  the  decision-making  process  in  pre- 
scribed areas  and  under  specified  conditions.  Authority  resides 
in  a  position  within  an  organized  group;  it  is  the  position  which 
is  invested  with  authority,  not  the  individual  —  who  can  exer- 
cise authority  only  as  long  as  he  occupies  the  position.  The 
right  to  exercise  authority  is  grounded  in  group  norms,  and 
legitimized  by  the  fact  that  those  with  authority  can  be  held 
accountable  to  the  group  for  their  actions  and  decisions. 

Authority  is  a  group  phenomenon,  a  product  of  status 
relationships.  Influence,  by  contrast,  is  an  individual  phenom- 
enon, and  a  product  of  interpersonal  relationships.  Influence 
refers  to  control  of  the  decision-making  process  on  the  basis 
of  the  personal  qualities  of  the  individual,  e.g.,  popularity, 
reputation,  skills  in  manipulating  people,  personal  obligation, 
persuasiveness,  and  the  like.  The  capacity  to  influence,  then, 
resides  in  the  individual  and  the  facilities  (skills  and  resources) 
at  his  disposal.  In  some  measure,  then,  influence  is  a  component 
of  every  social  act. 

There  is  invariably  a  constant  interplay  between  authority 
and  influence.  While  the  obligation  to  obey  the  decision  of  a 
person  in  authority  is  limited,  ideally  in  a  very  specific  way,  it 
must  be  recognized  that  the  possessor  of  authority  often  has  the 
opportunity  to  develop  or  increase  his  personal  influence  over 
the  behavior  of  others.  In  fact  it  may  be  impossible  for  a  person 
occupying  a  position  of  authority  to  avoid  this,  even  if  he  wants 
to.  The  President  of  the  United  States  may  influence  the  be- 
havior of  millions  even  when  there  is  no  obligation  to  obey  him. 
So  also  clergymen,  scientists,  labor  leaders  and  others,  speaking 
about  problems  which  are  outside  the  area  of  their  authority, 
may  influence  others  because  their  utterances  are  linked  in- 
evitably with  their  position.  Such  influence  is  not  necessarily 
positive,  of  course.  Indeed,  the  problem  for  the  analyst  is  fre- 
quently that  of  isolating  the  components  of  power  to  determine 
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the  extent  to  which  the  exercise  of  power  has  occurred  within 
the  limits  of  democratic  procedure.  We  shall  now  look  in  more 
detail  at  the  way  in  which  our  contributors  have  handled  the 
problem  of  power  in  a  democracy. 

Drucker's  major  concern  is  with  the  increased  scope  of 
political  power  and  the  greater  diffusion  of  such  power  in  the 
last  fifty  years  and  through  all  sectors  of  American  society. 
Not  only  has  the  power  of  the  government  itself  increased, 
other  institutional  sectors  have  become  semi-autonomous  power 
centers  in  their  own  right.  What  is  disturbing  to  Drucker  is 
that  he  sees  these  new  centers  of  power  as  being  without  author- 
ity. They  are  accountable  to  no  one  and,  as  such,  are  almost 
uncontrolled  and  perhaps  uncontrollable.  If  they  have  not  yet 
acted  irresponsibly  —  and  on  this  point  there  could  be  much 
dispute  —  there  is  no  guarantee  that  they  will  not.  As  such, 
the  whole  democratic  process  is  threatened  by  their  existence. 

While  for  Drucker  power  has  increased  in  all  institutional 
sectors  with  government  being  merely  the  highest  peak  in  a 
range  of  mountains,  to  Miller  government  as  a  source  of  power 
has  declined  relative  to  the  business  sector  of  the  community. 
Miller  contends  that  effective  political  power  rests  with  business- 
men, who  are  identified  primarily  as  businessmen,  but  who 
exert  predominant  influence  over  the  political  decisions  of  the 
community.  He  further  contends  that  the  problem  for  the  local 
community  is  to  get  these  other  sectors  of  power  to  participate, 
to  become  part  of  this  mountain  range  of  power. 

There  is  agreement  between  Drucker  and  Miller  to  the 
extent  that  both  question  the  authority  of  such  institutional 
sectors  to  make  decisions  which  affect  the  lives  of  many  in  the 
community.  However,  neither  man  clearly  shows  how  the  vested 
interests  of  any  group  are  to  be  contained,  so  that  power  and 
authority  are  not  falsely  usurped.  Both  men  see  the  need  for 
new  laws  to  make  local  government  effective  again,  and  both 
seek  this  achievement  through  dynamic  leadership.  Again,  both 
men  fail  to  confront  the  prior  issue.  How  can  we  expect,  even 
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with  "dynamic  leadership,"  the  basic  structures  of  local  govern- 
ment to  reform  themselves? 

By  contrast,  Dahl  is  not  even  sure  that  dynamic  leadership 
is  lacking  in  the  American  community,  and  points  to  such  men 
as  Lee  of  New  Haven,  Dilworth  of  Philadelphia,  and  Daley  of 
Chicago.  He  agrees  that  there  is  inequality  of  power  in  Amer- 
ican society,  but  denies  that  the  political  sector  has  lost  power 
to  other  sectors,  particularly  to  business.  In  fact,  it  is  Dahl's 
contention  that  the  power-structure  of  American  society  has 
been  moving  steadily  away  from  the  monolithic  type,  which 
it  more  nearly  resembled  in  the  early  part  of  the  nineteenth 
century  than  it  does  in  mid-twentieth  century.  What  Dahl  finds 
is  a  pluralism  marked  by  fragmented,  minority  participation. 
In  part,  this  seems  to  be  a  concomitant  of  increased  bureaucrat- 
ization. There  are  myriad  decisions  to  be  made,  and  no  in- 
dividual or  power  elite  could  possibly  have  the  time,  much  less 
the  knowledge,  to  control  these  many  and  major  decisions.  In 
this  regard,  Dahl  notes  the  example  of  businessmen  who  may 
be  instrumental  in  raising  the  money  for  United  Fund  and 
such  organizations,  but  who  have  little  if  any  say  in  how  the 
money  will  be  spent.  The  later  decisions  are  made  by  social 
welfare  agents,  whose  authority  must  be  presumed  to  be  legiti- 
mate in  this  area,  if  for  no  other  reason  than  that  so  many 
Americans  are  willing  to  contribute  one  of  their  most  valued 
possessions,  money,  to  these  agencies.  Dahl  wonders  if  raising 
the  money  is  as  important  as  deciding  how  it  will  be  spent.  Per- 
haps the  crucial  issue  is  whether  or  not  the  allocation  of  funds 
is  of  relevance  to  the  businessmen.  If  in  fact  they  have  no 
interest  in,  or  are  satisfied  with,  the  allocations,  their  lack  of 
concern  may  reflect  not  their  weakness  or  fear  of  defeat,  but 
the  realization  that  there  is  little  power  challenge  involved. 

That  knowledge  is  power  is  implied  in  another  argument  by 
Dahl  in  challenge  of  Miller's  thesis.  Dahl  contends  that  the  use 
of  influence  has  its  cost.  To  exert  one's  influence  and  to  lose 
may  mean  both  loss  of  self-confidence  and,  more  importantly, 
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a  loss  of  public  prestige.  Individuals  are  not  prone  to  gamble 
away  their  prestige  in  areas  where  their  competence  may  be 
questioned.  And  not  only  may  their  competence,  but  through 
this  the  legitimacy  of  their  actions,  be  called  into  question.  Here 
Dahl  and  Drucker  would  seem  to  be  opposing  Miller  in  their 
view  of  power  in  American  society.  Miller  contends  that  com- 
plex and  important  decisions  must  be  made  every  day  in  Amer- 
ican communities,  but  the  political  leaders  are  uncertain,  in- 
secure; they  don't  know  how  far  the  limits  of  governmental 
authority  extend.  They  don't  have  a  clear  conception  of  them- 
selves as  powerful  men  who  can  do  things,  who  have  the  author- 
ity to  initiate  programs.  Rather,  they  wait  for  others  to  act,  to 
give  them  the  cue,  to  tell  them  what  to  do  and  what  not  to  do. 
And  the  people  themselves  don't  know  what  they  want  of  their 
government.  They  have  been  brought  up  to  fear  big  govern- 
ment, and  they  have  only  a  vague  awareness  of  the  extent  and 
importance  of  the  issues  facing  them.  In  this  situation,  the 
businessmen  step  in  and  act.  This,  after  all,  should  not  be  sur- 
prising. Businessmen  have  a  clearly  defined  self-image:  They 
know  that  they  have  been  chiefly  responsible  for  the  remarkable 
growth  and  prosperity  of  this  country.  They  know  that  their 
values  permeate  all  facets  of  American  life.  They  know  that 
what  is  good  for  business  is  good  for  the  community.  They  are 
not  trying  to  coerce  anyone,  or  to  be  unduly  influential.  They 
are  merely  offering  their  advice  where  it  is  most  needed. 

Dahl  says  flatly  that  this  is  not  what  happens,  that  pro- 
fessionals and  government  officials  often  take  action  which  is 
opposed  by  the  businessmen,  and  that  the  former  are  the 
victors,  with  businessmen  the  losers.  Drucker  also  insists  that 
power  is  more  widely  diffused  than  Miller  would  have  us 
believe. 

One  further  aspect  of  the  problem  must  be  noted  here.  The 
political  and  other  institutional  sectors  of  social  life  have  never 
in  history  been  separate,  disparate  entities.  In  fact,  in  nonliterate 
societies  they  often  formed  one  more  or  less  homogeneous  unit, 
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so  that  it  was  almost  impossible  to  separate  one  aspect  from 
the  other.  The  significant  change  in  our  time  is  that  we  are 
witnessing  a  conscious  struggle  by  men  representing  various 
institutional  sectors  for  control  of  the  political  power-center. 
At  the  same  time  men  in  the  political  center  are  striving  to  in- 
crease their  control  over  those  areas  of  life  covered  by  the  other 
centers.  The  struggle  is  carried  on  always  in  the  name  of 
democracy.  Those  who  believe  in  limited  government  as  the 
only  guarantee  of  democracy  attempt  to  limit  the  power  of 
government,  to  limit  the  areas  of  life  over  which  the  govern- 
ment has  control.  Those  who  believe  that  the  uncontrolled 
power  of  business,  A.M. A.,  and  the  labor  unions  among  other 
is  the  real  danger  to  democracy,  attempt  to  increase  the  power 
of  government,  to  increase  government's  control  over  these 
other  centers.  Drucker  is  worried  because  there  is  so  much  power 
now  vested  in  all  of  these  organizations  that  he  wonders  if 
power  can  be  kept  under  control  at  all.  Miller  worries  because 
he  sees  business  winning  out  in  the  struggle  to  dominate  govern- 
ment, and  Dahl  worries  because  the  public  has  been  so  generally 
uninterested  in  the  struggle  which  involves  its  very  existence. 
There  is  no  more  complex  and  irksome  problem  facing  this 
democracy  than  how  power  shall  be  distributed  and  controlled. 
We  are  harried  because  the  decisions  to  be  made  are  myriad 
and  the  amount  of  knowledge  needed  to  be  able  to  reduce 
alternatives  to  a  single  course  of  action  would  have  been  un- 
thinkable in  any  previous  era.  We  are  further  harried  because 
those  in  authority,  who  have  the  right  to  make  the  decisions, 
to  reduce  alternatives,  may  not  have  the  knowledge  required  to 
do  so.  Those  with  knowledge  may  be  beyond  popular  control, 
and  even  beyond  the  control  of  those  in  authority.  They  may 
be  able  to  exert  great  influence  without  accountability.  How  to 
bring  influence  and  authority  back  under  the  same  roof  where 
they  can  both  be  controlled  becomes  our  problem.  The  difficulty 
is  compounded  by  the  fact  that  there  is  in  American  society 
a  tendency  to  deny  that  power  exists,  or  to  refuse  to  recognize 
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the  nature  and  ubiquity  of  power  in  human  interaction.  Life 
cannot  proceed  unless  decisions  are  made  and  action  programs 
carried  out.  But  decision-making  always  implies  that  there  is  a 
plurality  of  courses  of  action  open  to  the  participants,  and  they 
must  choose  one  from  among  these.  The  process  of  choice 
necessarily  involves  the  use  of  influence,  if  not'  of  coercion, 
even  in  the  political  decisions  made  by  elected  executives. 
Clearly,  we  must  learn  new  techniques  to  control  the  distribu- 
tion and  exercise  of  political  power  in  a  community  "which 
abhors  its  existence,  disavows  its  possession,  but  values  its 
exercise."6 

FREEDOM 
It  has  become  clear  in  our  time  that  freedom  cannot  mean 
a  complete  lack  of  restraint  on  behavior:  To  be  a  participant 
in  human  society  is  to  have  your  behavior  restrained  in  one  form 
or  another.7  From  the  very  moment  of  birth  the  child  is  fettered; 
his  basic  needs  cannot  be  satisfied  by  himself  alone.  Left  to  his 
own  resources  he  will  not  develop  into  a  human  being  at  all 
in  the  normal  sense  of  that  term  as  studies  of  feral  and  mother- 
less children  clearly  show.  Indeed,  motherless  children  have  a 
great  deal  of  difficulty  just  trying  to  survive  physically.8  The 


6  For  an  incisive  discussion  of  the  American  image  of  power 
see  John  K.  Galbraith,  American  Capitalism:  The  Concept  of  Coun- 
tervailing Power  (Boston:   Houghton  Mifflin,   1952). 

7  Cogent  discussions  of  liberty  and  freedom  may  be  found  in: 
John  S.  Mill,  On  Liberty  (New  York:  Liberal  Arts  Press,  1956); 
Thomas  I.  Cook,  "Individual  Liberty  Today:  Challenge  and  Pros- 
pect," in  Morrow  Berger,  et  al.  (eds).,  Freedom  and  Control  in 
Modern  Society  (Princeton:  Van  Nostrand,  1954);  E.  Abramson, 
H.  A.  Cutter,  R.  W.  Kautz,  and  M.  Mendelson,  "Social  Power  and 
Commitment,  A  Theoretical  Statement,"  American  Sociological 
Review,  XXIII  (1958),  15-22. 

8  See  for  example,  Kingsley  Davis,  "Final  Note  on  a  Case  of 
Extreme  Isolation,"  American  Journal  of  Sociology,  LII  (1947), 
432-37,  and  R.  A.  Spitz,  "Hospitalism:  An  Inquiry  into  the  Genesis 
of  Psychiatric  Conditions  in  Early  Childhood,"  in  The  Psycho- 
analytic Study  of  the  Child  (New  York:  International  Universities 
Press),  I  (1945),  53-74,  and  II  (1946),  113-17. 
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very  process  of  socialization  by  which  the  child  grows  to  become 
an  accepted  member  of  the  group  and  community  is  one  of 
learning  to  conform  to  the  beliefs,  values,  and  sentiments  of 
those  concerned  with  the  life  of  the  individual.  All  of  us  are  in 
large  measure  conforming  individuals  playing  roles  of  father, 
mother,  husband,  wife,  teacher,  student,  lawyer,  businessman. 
We  spend  our  day  doing  and  saying  what  people  expect  us  to 
do  and  to  say.  We  are  restrained  consciously  and  unconsciously 
on  every  side.  Even  Thoreau  was  not  free  from  these  constraints 
in  seeking  his  solitary  way  at  Walden  Pond.  Perhaps  his  freedom 
was  limited  finally  not  so  much  by  the  fact  that  he  couldn't 
escape  entirely  the  money  economy  of  the  larger  society,  but 
by  the  fact  that  in  order  to  communicate  his  experiences  and 
to  express  his  ideas,  he  had  to  use  the  language  which  society 
had  furnished  him.  The  very  symbols  of  language  limited  what 
he  saw  and  the  way  in  which  he  interpreted  what  he  saw. 
Nevertheless,  Thoreau  comes  down  to  us  as  an  individual,  a 
person  who  achieved  a  greater  degree  of  freedom  from  the 
fetters  of  society  than  most  men  of  his  time  or  of  any  other  time 
in  human  history.  And  he  reminds  us  that  the  struggle  between 
the  individual's  freedom  and  group  conformity  is  not  peculiar 
to  our  time  in  history.9  But  if  the  social  facts  of  life  restrict  us 
on  every  side,  wherein  lies  freedom?  It  certainly  does  not  lie 
in  freeing  oneself  from  power,  from  authority,  influence  and 
coercion,  although  this  seems  to  have  been  a  major  aim  of 
Americans  during  the  past  three  centuries.  Freedom  must  in 
fact  lie  in  the  ability  of  the  individual  to  make  choices,  to  be 
able  to  choose  between  alternative  lines  of  action. 

Seen  in  this  light,  freedom  is  very  closely  related  to  demo-1 
cracy  and  power.  For  the  ability  to  make  choices  presumes 
that  man  is  a  responsible  human  being;  as  the  political  scientist 
Thomas  Cook  states,  social  conditioning  does  not  remove  all 


9     Henry   David   Thoreau,    Walden    and    "Civil    Disobedience, 
Mentor  edition  (New  York:  New  American  Library,  1959). 
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responsibility  from  the  individual.10  As  pointed  out  above, 
democracy  provides  better  guarantees  than  any  other  political 
system  that  the  individual  will  have  alternatives  between  which 
to  choose.  This  assumption  that  man  is  morally  responsible, 
and  that  he  can  make  choices  is  at  the  heart  of  the  Judaeo- 
Christian  tradition,  but  only  gradually  have  we  come  to  per- 
ceive the  social  process  which  frames  those  choices. 

There  are  two  further  aspects  of  the  problem  of  freedom 
which  merit  attention  here.  They  are:  the  extent  or  scope  of 
social  life  within  which  it  is  relevant  to  talk  about  freedom;  and 
the  nature  of  restraint  and  how  this  affects  freedom.  A  major 
concern  of  the  history  of  post-feudal  man  has  been  his  struggle 
to  free  himself  from  the  control  of  church  and  state.  The  im- 
petus to  private  interpretation  of  the  Scriptures  which  arose  out 
of  the  Protestant  Reformation  was  at  least  a  strong  supporting 
factor  to  the  notions  of  laissez-faire  economics  which  developed 
gradually  in  the  United  States.  If  individual  freedom  lay  in 
private  interpretation  of  a  direct  and  highly  personal  relation- 
ship with  God,  and  if  economic  freedom  lay  in  the  pursuit  of 
one's  private .  interests  in  the  marketplace,  it  was  not  illogical 
to  expect  that  government  would  be  looked  upon  with  suspicion 
and  scorn.  The  idea  that  "that  government  governs  best  which 
governs  least"  was  a  logical  corollary  of  the  former  ideas.  Thus 
freedom  came  to  rest  in  freedom  from  the  formal  authority  of 
church  and  state.  The  Reformation  led  to  the  first,  as  witness 
the  fact  that  in  1950  there  were  250  Protestant  denominations 
in  the  United  States.  To  insure  freedom  in  the  second,  the 
checks  and  balances  theory  of  government  was  put  to  the  prac- 
tical test,  and  government  was  to  be  the  direct  instrument  of 
the  people.  For  the  rest  people  were  free.  But  were  they?  Could 
people  be  free  when  they  lived  at  subsistence  levels?  When  they 
worked  70  hours  a  week  under  conditions  which  a  boss  and 
not  they  themselves  could  specify?  The  gradual  breakdown  of 

10     Thomas  Cook,  op.  cit. 
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the  theory  of  laissez-faire  economics  and  the  growth  of  the 
theory  that  freedom,  if  it  is  to  exist  at  all,  must  be  somehow 
related  to  economics  as  well  as  politics  and  religion  leads  us 
to  our  present  dilemma.  However,  we  must  first  consider  the 
nature  of  the  restraints  which  the  group  imposes  on  us,  and 
how  these  affect  our  approach  to  freedom. 

It  seems  that  prior  to  this  century  men  sought  mainly  to 
free  themselves  from  external  constraints,  from  the  constraints 
imposed  by  formal  laws  and  group  norms.  It  was  generally 
assumed  that  internal  constraints  were  a  matter  of  the  in- 
dividual's innate  conscience,  and  that  once  external  constraints 
were  eliminated,  then  the  conscience  would  be  free  to  make 
the  right  choices.  We  realize  today  that  both  internal  and  ex- 
ternal constraints  arise  out  of  man's  social  situation,  and  that 
his  freedom  is  inevitably  conditioned  by  the  degree  of  con- 
sistency between  these  two  types  of  constrains. 

But  man  is  no  mere  automaton;  he  does  not  always  and 
passively  make  the  choice  prescribed  by  the  group  code.  In- 
deed, if  he  had  always  done  this,  there  would  have  been  little 
or  no  change  in  human  behavior;  literally,  there  would  have 
been  no  history.  The  freedom  to  make  choices  has  revealed 
that  man  can  create  new  choices  out  of  the  presently  existing 
ones,  to  provide  for  himself  an  ever  increasing  array  of  alter- 
natives. At  the  same  time  he  is  also  creating  new  patterns  of 
conformity,  new  and  varied  restrictions  on  his  behavior.  There 
would  seem  to  be  a  constant  struggle  between  the  tendency  to 
increase  freedom  on  the  one  hand  and  to  increase  power  and 
control  over  the  individual  on  the  other  hand.  It  is  to  various 
aspects  of  this  struggle  that  Drucker,  Dahl,  and  Miller  have 
addressed  themselves. 

Drucker  is  deeply  concerned  that  the  growth  of  so  many 
semiautonomous  power-centers  threatens  to  engulf  the  indi- 
vidual. How  can  the  individual  maintain  his  freedom  in  the 
face  of  these  power-centers?  Can  they  be  made  to  serve  him?  At 
the  same  time,  he  recognizes  that  the  individual  sixty  years  ago 
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was  not  very  free  either.  He  was  restrained  then  by  custom  and 
tradition,  a  harsh  nature,  and  poverty.  But  the  question  remains 
as  to  whether  he  is  more  or  less  free  today. 

The  organization  man  is  constrained  externally  in  a  variety 
of  ways,  which  Drucker  refers  to  as  the  "golden  fetters."  The 
organization  means  well,  it  protects  him  from  cradle  to  grave. 
It  offers  stock  bonuses,  insurance  policies,  pension  plans,  and 
country  club  membership.  While  these  offer  man  freedom  from 
want  and  insecurity,  and  so  guarantee  him  more  alternatives  in 
the  economic  realm,  they  may  also  have  less  desirable  con- 
sequences. The  individual  may  accept  these  much  as  the  peasant 
accepted  the  noblesse  oblige  of  the  feudal  lord.  He  may  be 
giving  away  his  power  to  govern  himself  not  only  in  these  areas 
but  in  others  of  greater  importance.  The  labor  union  or  the 
corporation  or  the  university  may  demand  loyalty  and  alle- 
giance in  return  for  economic  security.  But  the  individual  owes 
to  his  job  only  the  honest  and  most  competent  performance  of 
a  task,  not  undying  loyalty.  For  to  give  the  latter  is  to  give  away 
the  ultimate  safeguard  to  freedom. 

Drucker  'recognizes  that  bureaucratic  organization  has 
brought  many  benefits  to  man  and  offers  him  many  more,  if. 
he  will  not  lose  faith  in  his  ability  to  control  these  new  giants. 
He  also  reminds  the  individual  that  he  can  create  an  area  of 
personal  freedom  that  is  inalienably  his  —  "an  independent 
sphere  of  accomplishment,  something  in  which  he  is  not  an 
'employee'  but  his  own  boss,  something  in  which  he,  rather 
than  the  organization,  sets  the  goals  and  the  standards." 

Although  Miller  does  not  speak  directly  to  the  problem  of 
individual  freedom,  it  is  possible  to  derive  some  interesting 
implications  about  freedom  from  his  analysis  of  community 
power-structure.  Miller  would  hold  with  Tocqueville  that  the 
stability  of  the  democratic  system  is  enhanced  by  broad-scale 
participation  in  local  community  affairs,  particularly  through 
local  government.  But  in  his  own  research  Miller  finds  this 
participation  to  be  more  true  of  England  than  of  the  United 
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States.  Miller,  through  his  contention  that  business  values 
dominate  community  life  and  that  businessmen  have  an  over- 
bearing influence  on  community  life,  is  led  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  individual  citizen  is  perforce  committed  to  the  values 
and  beliefs  of  that  segment  of  community  life,  the  business 
segment.  To  the  extent  that  he  is  so  committed  he  then  has  either 
no  alternatives,  or  at  best  limited  alternatives,  between  which 
to  choose,  and  thus  no  effective  freedom.  To  protect  the  free- 
dom we  have,  Miller  argues,  other  segments  of  the  community 
must  oppose  business,  not  because  business  is  necessarily  bad, 
but  because  effective  opposition  is  a  keynote  of  democracy  and 
freedom.  We  need  more  alternatives  and  a  greater  variety  of 
alternatives  than  business  offers. 

One  final  aspect  of  Miller's  discussion  deserves  mention 
here.  Miller  offers  suggestive  but  not  conclusive  evidence  that 
the  community  has  lost  its  former  sense  of  internal  social 
solidarity  as  a  result  of  rapid  growth  in  size  and  segmentation 
of  function.  He  suggests  that  this  has  led  to  a  sense  of  alienation 
in  the  individual.  To  the  extent  that  the  individual  used  to 
depend  on  his  community  for  a  sense  of  identity,  he  may  be 
less  secure  today.  Of  course,  it  may  be  that  this  sense  of  com- 
munity identity  has  been  replaced  by  a  sense  of  organizational 
identity.  However,  the  individual  who  cannot  identify  himself 
clearly  with  any  significant  group  may  lack  the  essential  basis 
upon  which  his  freedom  will  be  built.  The  sociologist  Nelson 
Foote,  in  another  context,  has  suggested,  "when  doubt  of  iden- 
tity creeps  in,  action  is  paralyzed."11 

Dahl's  analysis  would  lead  us  to  conclude  that  the  citizen 
has  greater  political  freedom  today  than  ever  before  in  Amer- 
ican society,  since  while  power  is  still  unequally  distributed, 
the  inequality  is  no  longer  cumulative.  Those  who  have  wealth 
are  not  necessarily  the  ones  who  control  the  vote,  or  the  dom- 


11     Nelson  Foote,  "Identification  as  the  Basis  for  a  Theory  of 
Motivation,"  American  Sociological  Review,  XVI    (1951),    14-22. 
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inant  political  party,  or  important  administrative  committees 
among  other  political  resources.  More  people,  absolutely  and 
proportionately,  are  participating  in  decision-making  in  Amer- 
ican society  than  ever  before,  and  this  means  that  more  people 
have  effective  political  freedom  than  ever  before.  There  may 
not  be  a  wide  variety  of  choices,  and  often  the  alternatives  be- 
tween which  the  people  may  choose  have  been  preselected  by 
a  small  minority,  yet  still  they  do  have  choices  which  were 
never  available  to  them  in  earlier  periods.  Whether  or  not  the 
people  make  use  of  the  freedom  offered  to  them,  the  fact  is 
that  the  system  has  gradually  evolved  into  one  in  which  these 
freedoms  are  possible. 

Large  numbers  of  Americans  have  exercised  their  freedom 
by  not  participating  in  political  life.  Dahl  and  others  have 
argued  that  this  is  not  without  its  advantages  for  the  stability 
of  a  democratic  society.  Among  other  things  it  means  that 
seldom  will  there  be  a  cleavage  of  such  proportions  that  the 
very  stability  of  the  system  will  be  called  into  question.  But 
there  are  other  important  implications.  To  exercise  one's  free- 
dom effectively  an  individual  must  have  some  knowledge  about 
the  issue  before  him  and  the  nature  of  the  alternatives  and 
their  possible  consequences.  True  freedom  presupposes  knowl- 
edge —  but  most  of  the  citizens  have  little  knowledge  about 
the  many  issues  which  arise  within  their  society  and  between 
their  society  and  others.  To  what  extent  are  they  then  free  — 
given  such  limits  on  their  knowledge? 

The  fact  that  a  significant  proportion  of  Americans  stay 
away  from  the  polls  on  election  day  may  in  fact  mean  that 
these  people  have  most  effectively  exercised  their  freedom 
through  nonparticipation.  The  consequence  of  such  nonpar- 
ticipation  is  that  people  may  wake  up  some  day  to  find  that 
they  have  handed  over  their  freedom  to  a  small  oligarchy.  While 
nonparticipation  may  be  a  free  and  open  alternative  for  the 
individual,  it  is  equally  the  case  that  the  individual  is  not  free 
to  give  up  his  right  to  such  participation.  Political  freedom  in 
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a  democracy  does  not  entail  the  right  to  give  it  up.  If  this  were 
the  case  then  democracy  would  in  no  small  measure  be  self- 
defeating.  Here  however,  Dahl  and  Drucker,  certainly,  and  per- 
haps even  Miller,  would  argue  that  the  evidence  of  history 
points  to  a  trend  in  the  other  direction,  that  is,  of  more  and  more 
participation  by  ever  larger  numbers  of  citizens.  But  this  is  no 
automatic  and  certain  process,  and  by  no  means  irreversible. 

Democracy  in  America  has  developed  gradually,  employing 
a  set  of  ground  rules  that  insist  on  a  basic  consensus  within  a 
context  of  conflict.  There  has  always  been,  and  most  assuredly 
always  will  be,  alternative  ways  to  resolve  the  many  problems 
which  beset  society.  The  challenge  which  the  democratic  sys- 
tem poses  for  man  is  that  it  recognizes  the  inevitability  of  conflict 
over  ways  to  solve  problems,  and  at  the  same  time  provides  man 
with  a  set  of  ground  rules  by  which  he  can  maximize  the  con- 
flict without  having  major  resort  to  coercion,  and  by  which  power 
can  be  controlled  and  diffused,  but  not  eliminated. 

The  democratic  system  moreover  places  the  greatest  demands 
on  the  use  of  reason  and  the  development  of  adequate  knowledge 
by  which  means  alone  the  largest  number  may  not  only  remain 
free  but  increase  their  own  personal  freedom.  At  the  same  time 
the  large-scale  bureaucratic  organization,  in  the  form  of  the 
corporation,  the  trade  union,  the  state  university,  and  the  hospital, 
among  others,  has  arisen  to  challenge  the  viability  of  this  demo- 
cratic system.  There  is  no  question  about  whether  a  large 
bureaucratic  organization  can  function  effectively  under  a 
totalitarian  or  oligarchic  political  system;  the  question  is  whether 
it  can  function  effectively  under  a  democratic  system.  Or  to  put 
the  matter  the  other  way  around,  can  a  democratic  system  func- 
tion under  conditions  of  large-scale  bureaucracy?  To  the  extent 
that  the  bureaucratic  organization  is  supposed  to  foster  the 
spirit  of  achievement  on  the  basis  of  technical  competence,  to 
the  extent  to  which  it  thrives  on  knowledge,  clarifies  and  delimits 
the  sphere  of  authority  and  creates  a  specific  role  for  the  in- 
dividual beyond  which  he  is  not  bound  to  the  organization,  the 
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answer  must  be  in  the  affirmative.  All  of  these  elements  of 
bureaucracy  can  strengthen  the  democratic  system.  We  cannot 
take  it  for  granted,  however,  that  it  will  necessarily  happen.  The 
coming  of  the  large-scale  bureaucracy  has  brought  many  changes 
in  the  power-arrangements  of  our  society,  and  we  must  under- 
stand these  new  power-arrangements  to  be  able  fully  to  compre- 
hend the  tasks  which  face  our  democracy  in  the  years  ahead. 
Therefore,  we  turn  now  to  a  brief  discussion  of  key  aspects  of 
these  power-arrangements. 

POWER-ARRANGEMENTS  IN  AMERICAN  SOCIETY 

With  the  breakdown  of  the  feudal  order,  there  emerged 
the  belief  that  the  religious,  political,  and  economic  aspects  of 
life  were  somehow  distinct  and  autonomous  spheres.  The  con- 
comitant growth  of  an  "egalitarian  ethic,"  moreover,  led  to  the 
conception  of  power  over  people,  of  any  sort,  as  evil.  At  the 
same  time  there  was  also  engendered  the  further  belief  that 
power  over  things  was  the  proper  pursuit  for  man.  The  exponents 
of  rugged  individualism  failed  to  realize  that  power  over  things 
meant  power  over  people,  and  that  they  were  in  fact  exerting 
the  same  kind  of  unrestrained  power  which  they  rejected  in 
religious  and  political  authorities.  As  a  result,  effective  control 
over  the  lives  of  the  American  people  came  to  be  centered  in  the 
economic  system.  The  political  system  was  simply  kept  weak  and 
subordinated  to  the  interests  of  economics.12  But  the  means  for 
political  power  were  never  destroyed,  and  in  fact  the  potential 
for  power  in  the  government  was  gradually  strengthened.  It  was 
the  breakdown  of  the  economic  system  in  the  period  of  the  1930's 
that  finally  brought  into  the  open  the  challenge  to  the  beliefs  of 
the  laissez-faire  economists.  With  the  New  Deal  and  Franklin 
Roosevelt  came  the  emergence  of  government  as  a  contestant 

12  Alpheus  Thomas  Mason,  "Business  Organized  as  Power,"  in 
Henry  A.  Turner  (ed.).  Politics  in  the  United  States  (New  York: 
McGraw-Hill,  1955). 


146 


D' Antonio  and  Ehrlich:  Summarizing  the  Problems 

with  business  for  power  over  the  lives  of  people  in  community 
and  society. 

The  people  have  more  and  more  turned  to  government  as 
the  sector  which  was  most  responsive  to  their  needs,  and  gradual- 
ly became  aware  of  the  potential  of  political  power  that  was 
within  their  control.  The  response  of  American  business  has 
been  to  attempt  to  counter  the  power  of  government  by  provid- 
ing a  "welfare  capitalism"  for  the  people.  Thus,  they  set  about 
showing  how  business  could  protect  the  American  from  the 
cradle  to  the  grave.  It  was  assumed  that  business  concern  was 
automatically  superior  to  governmental  concern  because  those 
in  the  employ  of  government  must  of  necessity  be  incompetent 
and  constrained  by  bureaucratic  red  tape.  Yet,  given  the  nature 
of  the  problem  involved,  the  same  kind  of  bureaucratic  system 
must  be  set  up,  whether  within  government  or  within  business. 
Furthermore,  the  fact  remains  that  if  the  people  choose,  they 
can  have  some  control  over  their  government;  the  government  at 
all  levels  is  still  responsible  to  the  people  to  some  extent.  The 
same  is  not  true  of  corporate  business  in  the  United  States. 

The  struggle  for  power  over  community  and  society  is  a 
continual  one;  but  it  is  a  struggle  which  seems  now  in  the  United 
States  to  be  largely  confined  to  the  business  and  government  sec- 
tors. On  the  horizon  may  be  seen  the  professional  educators,  the 
new  class  of  white-collar  administrators,  and  perhaps  labor,  but 
they  are  not  yet  in  the  thick  of  battle.  Nor  is  it  clear  that  they  will 
emerge  as  an  independent  sector  or  sectors. 

Moreover,  as  long  as  people  remain  highly  suspicious  of 
government  at  any  level,  they  may  look  to  the  business  system 
for  leadership.  It  is  a  fact  of  common  experience  that  we  question 
the  tax  on  a  package  of  cigarettes,  not  the  business  cost;  we  are 
apt  to  complain  against  the  tax  on  a  gallon  of  gasoline,  not  on 
the  business  part  of  the  total  price;  we  question  the  tax  on  our 
house  and  property,  not  the  interest  rate  which  we  pay  on  our 
mortgage.  Yet  as  citizens  we  have  more  control  over  the  tax 
dollar  than  we  do  over  the  business  dollar.  And,  as  Dahl  has 
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suggested,  we  probably  get  more  for  our  tax  dollar  than  we  do  for 
our  business  dollar.13  We  should  not  be  surprised,  however,  if 
the  businessmen  dominate  the  local  community.  Success  in  our 
society  is  largely  defined  in  their  terms.  To  whom  else  should  the 
community  look? 

The  contention  that  power  is  concentrated  in  the  business 
sector  of  the  community  has  been  strongly  disputed  by  Dahl  in 
the  preceding  chapters  of  this  book,  and  by  others  elsewhere.14 
The  evidence  from  their  studies  suggests  no  definite  structure  of 
business  domination  but  rather  a  diffused  pattern  of  power.  Put 
simply,  the  variety,  scope,  and  complexity  of  issues  mitigate 
against  domination  of  the  community  by  a  single  sector  within 
it.  Not  only  that,  but  the  business  interests  themselves  are  by  no 
means  united  on  every  issue.  Surely,  at  the  very  least,  both  Dahl 
and  Miller  would  agree  that  the  business  sectors  of  most  com- 
munities have  the  greatest  potential  for  control  over  the  com- 
munity decision-making  process. 

The  foregoing  analysis  has  revealed  a  process  of  tension 
and  change  in  the  power-arrangements  of  American  society.  On 
the  one  hand,  there  has  been  a  diffusion  of  power  resulting  from 
the  conscious  and  concerted  effort  of  those  who  fear  the  power 
of  government.  This  diffusion  of  power  has  also  been  in  part  a 
result  of  the  growth  of  large-scale  bureaucratic  organization.  On 
the  other  hand,  power  has  increasingly  become  concentrated 
within  limited  sectors  of  society,  particularly  business.  But  the  in- 
creasing concentration  of  power  has  neither  been  one-sided  nor 
gone  uncontested.  In  fact,  the  increasing  sphere  of  power  of  the 

13  See  also,  John  K.  Galbraith,  The  Affluent  Society  (New 
York:   Houghton,  Mifflin,   1958). 

14  Daniel  Bell,  "The  Power  Elite — Reconsidered,"  American 
Journal  of  Sociology,  LXIV  (1958),  238-50;  Nelson  W.  Polsby, 
"The  Sociology  of  Community  Power:  A  Reassessment,"  Social 
Forces,  XXXVII  (1959),  232-36;  Polsby,  "Three  Problems  in  the 
Analysis  of  Community  Power,"  American  Sociological  Review, 
XXIV  (1959),  796-803;  Raymond  E.  Wolfinger,  "Reputation  and 
Reality  in  the  Study  of  Community  Power,"  American  Sociological 
Review,  XXV  (1960),  636-44. 
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federal  government  in  recent  years  gives  testimony  to  this  con- 
flict. It  is  also  apparent  that  while  this  contest  between  con- 
centration and  diffusion  of  power  forms  a  central  focus  of  con- 
temporary American  politics,  it  has  not  yet  come  down  to  the 
state  and  local  levels. 

At  the  same  time  that  this  contest  proceeds,  we  can  note 
the  tendency  of  some  sectors  of  society  to  withdraw  from  the 
political  decision-making  process.  The  consequences  of  this  ab- 
dication of  power  for  political  democracy  have  yet  to  be  assessed. 
Certainly  any  adequate  assessment  must  take  into  account  the 
related  problem  of  alienation. 

ALIENATION  AND  DEMOCRACY 

The  independent  development  of  a  concern  with  the  political 
and  social  consequences  of  alienation  by  all  of  our  contributors 
reflects  the  importance  and  centrality  of  this  concept  to  those 
engaged  in  political-sociological  analysis.  Clearly,  alienation  is 
a  sponge  concept  absorbing  a  variety  of  empirical  phenomena 
under  its  heading.15  Yet  there  is  some  consensus  on  the  forms 
of  alienation  which  need  to  be  invoked  in  this  kind  of  analysis 
— normlessness,  powerlessness,  and  self-estrangement. 

Normlessness  has  been  used,  especially  by  Miller,  in  a  dual 
manner  to  refer  to  the  lack  of  clarity  of  the  norms  of  community 
and  political  behavior,  and  to  the  belief  that  the  normative  means 
for  achieving  social  goals  are  inadequate.  Powerlessness,  a  theme 
running  throughout  this  book,  has  reference  to  the  individual's 
perception  that  the  outcome  of  political  events  is  beyond  his 
control.  Finally,  self-estrangement  refers  to  the  discrepancy 
between  personal  ideals  and  social  commitments:  to  the  degree 
that  an  individual's  ideals — from  matters  of  self-conception 
through  ideological  preferences — are  dissonant  with  the  lines  of 
action  one  is  committed  to  through  membership  in  specific  social 


15     See    Melvin    Seeman,    "On    the    Meaning    of    Alienation," 
American  Sociological  Review,  XXIV   (1959),  783-91. 
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groups,  we  may  say  that  that  person  is  self-estranged. 

Why  is  it,  we  must  ask,  that  these  kinds  of  psychological 
variables  are  of  concern  to  a  constitutional  lawyer,  a  sociologist, 
and  a  political  scientist?  Certainly  this  concern  is  not  with  these 
psychological  dimensions  as  such,  for  this  is  not  the  level  of 
analysis  on  which  they  have  chosen  to  operate.  Their  concern, 
rather,  is  with  the  potential  social  consequences  that  these  forms 
of  alienation  may  lead  to.  Specifically,  the  hypothesis  has  been 
advanced  that  alienation,  in  any  of  its  forms,  leads  to  a  vulner- 
ability to  antidemocratic  appeals.16  The  alienated  individual, 
isolated  from  the  community,  estranged  from  himself,  and  power- 
less to  control  his  environment,  may  seek  refuge  in  the  order, 
clarity,  and  sense  of  mission  provided  by  the  authoritarian  social 
movement.  The  sociologist  Alvin  Gouldner,  in  commenting  on 
the  functions  of  leadership  in  such  movements,  has  said: 

When  leadership  is  invoked  today,  often  what  is  being 
asked  for  implicitly  are  men  who  can  accomplish  what  the 
alienated  individual,  overcome  by  a  sense  of  powerlessness, 
feels  he  cannot'.  The  leader  becomes  the  symbol  of  control 
and  mastery,  of  knowledge  and  insight,  denied  the  masses. 
One  may  remember  a  pre-Nazi  song  of  German  workers 
which  went:  "We  are  like  marbles  rolled  against  the  wall." 
The  anxiety-motored  drive  for  security,  evoked  by  a  mass 
sense  of  powerlessness,  finds  outlets  in  a  quest  for  depend- 
ence upon  leadership.17 

The  quest  for  dependence  is  clearly  antithetical  to  the  quest 
for  autonomy  and  freedom  which  must  characterize  the  demo- 
cratic society.  The  hazards  for  democracy  of  the  conditions 
which  produce  alienation  cannot  be  overlooked. 


16  This  hypothesis  constitutes  one  of  the  major  themes  of  Wil- 
liam Kornhauser's  The  Politics  of  Mass  Society  (Glencoe:  Free 
Press,  1959). 

17  Alvin  W.  Gouldner  (ed.)  Studies  in  Leadership  (New  York: 
Harper  and  Bros.,  1950),  p.  7. 
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DEMOCRACY  IN  PERSPECTIVE 

Knowledge  is  not  only  power,  but  it  is  the  key  to  freedom 
and  thus  to  the  maintenance  of  democratic  society.  Freedom  lies 
in  our  ability  to  make  choices,  to  choose  between  alternatives. 
But  how  can  we  make  choices  when  we  have  incomplete  knowl- 
edge of  alternatives  or  their  consequences?  Choice  based  on 
ignorance  or  half-truths  is  not  freedom.  The  complex  technology 
of  peace  and  war  made  possible  by  the  advances  of  modern 
science  requires  more,  not  less,  knowledge  of  each  individual 
in  a  democratic  society.  How  is  our  technology  to  be  used?  We 
cannot  leave  to  others  these  decisions.  But  we  cannot  possibly 
act  effectively  if  we  do  not  have  a  level  of  intellectual  competence 
in  social  matters  that  matches  our  new  levels  of  technological 
competence. 

The  highest  degree  of  freedom  which  man  can  achieve  in 
social  matters  is  to  be  able  to  examine  the  alternatives  available 
to  him  in  an  issue,  and  finding  them  unsatisfactory,  create  a  new 
alternative  for  solution.  Those  with  greater  knowledge  will  have 
more  influence  and  hence,  more  power  than  others.  We  must  not 
fear  this.  We  have  too  long  labored  under  the  false  impression 
that  democracy  meant  a  completely  equal  sharing  of  knowledge, 
on  the  assumption  that  this  constituted  a  guarantee  of  social 
equality.  Surely,  Dahl's  measured  analysis  of  the  problem  of 
equality  has  demonstrated  the  falseness  of  this  view. 

Formal  education  as  we  know  it  today  certainly  falls  far  short 
of  the  goal  of  preparing  people  to  cope  creatively  with  our  com- 
plex civilization.  Education  per  se  is  not,  and  can  not  be,  the 
panacea  that  the  early  spokesmen  for  democracy  envisioned.  Yet, 
where  else  can  we  begin  to  look?  Clearly  what  is  needed  is  an 
educational  revolution  —  a  revolution  of  the  scope  and  impact  of 
the  many  technological  revolutions  that  have  led  to  the  develop- 
ment of  the  large-scale  urban-industrial  societies  of  today.  The 
signs  that  such  a  revolution  has  begun  already  exist. 

In  the  final  analysis,  what  makes  democracy  such  a  difficult 
political  system  to  maintain  and  develop  is  the  very  nature  of 
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the  demands  which  it  makes  upon  those  who  wish  to  practice 
it.  Because  a  democratic  system  attempts  to  achieve  a  maximum 
diffusion  of  power  within  a  system  of  order,  and  thus  tries  to 
maximize  personal  freedom,  it  is  at  best  slow-moving  and  halting 
in  its  attempts  to  come  to  grips  with  the  problems  which  con- 
stantly confront  it.  Power,  grounded  in  knowledge  and  framed 
by  respect  for  human  dignity,  is  the  necessary  tool  for  the  de- 
velopment of  the  democratic  system. 
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